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Preface 


The purpose of the studies presented in this book is to investigate all 
Byzantine text recensions of Euripides and the changes produced by them 
in the genuine text of Euripides, and to examine manuscripts which carry 
those recensions. The results will, I hope, affect constructively our concepts 
of the manuscript tradition of Euripides in general and expand our 
knowledge of the scholarship of Maximus Planudes, Manuel Moschopulus, 
Thomas Magistros, and Demetrius Triclinius. 

I wish to express my gratitude to the University of Illinois Research 
Board which, under the chairmanship of Dean Frederick T. Wall, generously 
supported this research by appropriating funds for the purchase of manu- 
script photographs. My gratitude goes also to the University of Illinois 
for granting me in 1953 a longer leave of absence which enabled me to 
survey directly most of the Euripidean manuscripts in European libraries. 

Mr. A. J. Spranger (Florence) with kind helpfulness presented me with 
a copy of the facsimile of the Jerusalem palimpsest, which he had published, 
and with a microfilm of the manuscript in his possession at Ashford Hill. 
The Rev. Marcel Richard and the Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire des 
Textes in Paris, under the vigorous direction of Mlle. J. Vielliard, spon- 
taneously offered me microfilms of several manuscripts on Mount Athos and 
on Patmos which the Rev. Richard had photographed on his recent expedi- 
tions. I also owe to Professor Agostino Pertusi (Milan) and to the Dum- 
barton Oaks Research Library and Collection (Washington, D.C.) microfilms 
of a few Athos manuscripts. The Library of Congress (Washington, D.C.) 
supplied me with microfilm reproductions of Mount Sinai manuscripts, 
which had been microfilmed by the Sinai expedition of Professor Kenneth 
W. Clark (Durham, North Carolina) in 1950. Many librarians all over the 
world helped me effectively by giving permission to photograph manuscripts 
and to publish facsimile specimens in this book, and by replying to some 
specific questions. Professor Raffaele Cantarella (Milan), Professor Aristide 
Colonna (Rome), and Professor Agostino Pertusi graciously answered my 
repeated inquiries regarding several Euripidean manuscripts. Many col- 
leagues and friends likewise furthered my work by supplying some details 
on manuscripts and assisting me otherwise. Of course, the responsibility 
for the accuracy of such data included here rests exclusively with me. For 
all the favors extended to me, I wish to record my obligation to the persons 
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and institutions named above and to the following persons: Dom Anselmo 
M. Albareda, O.S.B. (Vatican), Umberto Albini (Florence), F. Ascarelli 
(Rome), B. F. C. Atkinson (Cambridge, England), Francesco Barberi 
(Rome), Ruth Barbour (Oxford), T. J. Brown (London), Valentino 
Capocci (Rome), Msgr. Carlo Castiglioni (Milan), M.-L. Concasty (Paris), 
H. R. Creswick (Cambridge, England), Vittorio De Marco (Milan), Aubrey 
Diller (Bloomington, Indiana), Fr. Euthymios Dionysiates (Mount Athos), 
Sj. Douma (Leeuwarden), Massimo Fittipaldi (Naples), Tue Gad (Copen- 
hagen), Manuel F. Galiano (Madrid), Justo Garcia Morales (Madrid), 
Tullia Gasparrini Leporace (Venice), Deno J. Geanakoplos (Urbana, Illi- 
nois), Ciro Giannelli (Rome), Alberto Giraldi (Florence), B. A. van 
Groningen (Leiden), Fr. Venance Grumel, A.A. (Paris), Guerriera Guerrieri 
(Naples), Elfriede Hulshoff Pol (Leiden), Herbert Hunger (Vienna), R. 
W. Hunt (Oxford), Arthur Jeffery (Cairo), Stylianos G. Kapsomenos 
(Thessalonike), A. Kessen (Leiden), Rev. G. D. Kilpatrick (Oxford), 
Georgios Kournoutos (Athens), Basileios Laourdas (Thessalonike), Fr. Vi- 
talien Laurent, A.A. (Paris), Teresa Lodi (Florence), Berta Maracchi 
(Florence), Francois Masai (Brussels), Antonio Mendogni (Parma), Irma 
Merolle Tondi (Florence), K. A. de Meyier (Leiden), Fr. N. Morata, 
O.E.S.A. (Escorial), A. N. L. Munby (Cambridge, England), Theodoros 
D. Moschonas (Alexandria), Kaare Olsen (Copenhagen), Msgr. Angelo 
Paredi (Milan), Ramón Paz (Madrid), Jan Petrmichl (Prague), Jean 
Porcher (Paris), César Real de la Riva (Salamanca), Paul Ruf (Munich), 
Msgr. Agostino Saba (Milan, now Tropea), Antonios Sigalas (Thessalonike), 
Rev. Franciszek Sokolowski (Paris), Adolf Suchel (Wolfenbüttel), Karel 
Svoboda (Prague), Anna Tamagnone (Turin), Nikolaos B. Tomadakes 
(Athens), Antonio Toschi (Bologna), Antonio Tovar (Salamanca), Sophie 
Trenkner (Oxford), Franz Unterkircher (Vienna), Sandra Vagaggini 
(Florence), C. E. Wright (London). 

Professor Harris F. Fletcher, chairman of the Board of Editors of the 
Illinois Studies in Language and Literature, greatly encouraged me by 
showing incessant and friendly interest in my work. 

ACT: 
University of Illinois 
Urbana 
December 14, 1954 
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PRAGUE, Národní a Universitní Knihovna, VIII.H.36 (p. 183) 
—— —Á— —— ——— ese Roudnice VI.Fe.43 (p.372) 
m —— (EP psa Nu Roudnice VI.Fe.44 (p.150) 
Res, Bibl. dela Ville, 1306 (p. 354) 

Rome, Bibl. Angelica, greco 14 (p. 23) 

E Bibl. Angelica, greco 24 (p. 381) 

eec: Bibl. Vallicelliana, A25 (p. 151) 

SALAMANCA, Bibl. Universitaria, 31 (p. 96) 
—— — € — sae 249 (p. 198) 
(UEM ee 480 (p. 183) 

SINAI, Mov} 77s 'Aytas Aixarepivgs, Greek 1195 (p. 151) 
€ OC ETER Greek 1196 (p. 184) 
—————— ——— ON Greek 1415 (p. 184) 
*THESSALONIKE, l'uuváctoy, unnumbered ms. (p. 151) 
TorEpo, Bibl. Capitular, 102-33 (p. 381) 

Turin, Bibl. Naz., B.IV.13 (p. 85) 
ager eae ee ee C.V.3 (p. 61 note 101) 

TYRNAVOS, I'uuydatoy, 34 (p. 382) 

UPPSALA, Universitetsbibl. gr. 15 (p. 185) 

VATICAN, Barberini gr. 4. (p. 93 note 151) 

POETA Barberini gr. 90 (p. 373) 
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VATICAN, Barberini gr. 207 (p. 382) 
Ottoboni gr. 155 (p. 383) 
Ottoboni gr. 339 (p. 355) 
Ottoboni gr. 346 (p. 186) 


Zb 


Sa 


Te Ottoboni gr. 351 (p. 216) 
NE Palat. gr. 42 (p. 152) 
DUE NS Palat. gr. 98 (p. 91) 
arate Palat. gr. 114 (p. 152) 
ic uc Palat. gr. 151 (p. 216) 
zen iE Palat. gr. 223 (p. 198) 
C Palat. gr. 236 (p. 199) 
seit Palat. gr. 287 (p. 258) 
Un Palat. gr. 319 (p. 355) 
"D Palat. gr. 343 (p. 357) 
OPES Palat. gr. 354 (p. 200) 


Urbinas gr. 140 (p. 153) 
Urbinas gr. 142 (p. 194) 


Vatic. 


gr. 
. 01 
. 02 
. 53 


50 


54 
55 


. 56 

. 896 
. 897 
. 907 
. 908 
. 909 
. 910 
. 1135 
. 1325 
. 1332 
. 1345 
. 1363 
. 1421 
. 1530 
. 1824 
. 1890 
. 2237 
. 2241 
. 2916 


(p. 153) 
(p. 100) 
(p. 154) 
(p. 154) 
(p. 155) 
(p. 200) 
(p. 155) 


GENERAL LIST OF MANUSCRIPTS 


VATICAN, Vatic. gr. 2378 (p. 202) 
TEC PEE Vatic. gr. 2379 (p. 157) 
VENICE gr. 468 (p. 360) 


bo AED gr. 469 (pp. 68, 158) 
"ENS gr. 470 (pp. 158, 374) 
MO 0 ER gr.471 (p. 84) 


NM gr. 507 (p. 93) 

ee eee gr. 515 (p. 159) 

——À gr. 516 (p. 361) 

UE gr. 614 (p. 160) 

S gr. 620 (p. 375) 

Dl cos gr. IX 10 (p. 375) 

— a gr.IX 11 (pp. 160, 361, 376) 

— gr. IX 12. (p. 160) 

ea ae eee gr. IX 15 (p. 217) 

VICENZA, Bibl. Civica Bertoliana, G.3.8.18 (p. 186) 
VIENNA phil. gr. 119 (p. 361) 

E phil. gr. 143 (p. 160) 

RES phil. gr. 161 (p. 161) 

mau phil. gr. 163 (p. 161) 

Bees nhs phil. gr. 180 (p. 162) 

Bhi phil. gr. 197 (p. 162) 

EE INE phil.gr. 218 (p. 217) 

2 phil. gr. 242 (p. 162) 

medic phil. gr. 289 (p. 163) 

TEM phil. gr. 302 (pp. 164, 383) 

Gr. (Gu.) WOLFENBÜTTEL, Gudian. gr. 15 (pp. 61, 164, 376) 

*WROCLAW (BRESLAU), cod. Rehdigeranus 30 (p. 385) 
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Critical Notation and Abbreviations 


Ac = A ante correctionem. AP* = A post correctionem. A®™= A e correc- 
tione (the reading A* being uncertain). Ai=A in linea. À*— A supra 
lineam. A! = A by first hand (of the original scribe). A? = A by any later 
hand. Readings by later hands are in most cases disregarded in the pre- 
sentation of the manuscript evidence, since they are mostly an irrelevant 
and secondary element of the evidence. In the specific case of the ms. T, 
T* — T by the original scribe of the manuscript; T*— T by the hand of 
Demetrius Triclinius. In the specific case of the ms. L, L'-— written 
(corrected, added) in L by the hand of the revisor Demetrius Triclinius. 
A% = variant in A with a prefix yp. or yp. kai. A'*m—A in lemmate. 
As! = gloss in A. A™*=A £n margine. X = scholia vetera. XP = scholia of 
B. àAAà XB =the reading 4AAà is quoted, implied, or supported by the 
scholia of B. a.c.— ante correctionem. p.c. = post correctionem. i.l. = in 
linea. 8.1. = supra lineam. m.pr. = manus prima. m.post. = manus posterior. 
Square brackets [ ] enclose letters lost in the ms. and restored by an editor, 
double square brackets [ ] letters deleted in the ms. Dots indicate illegible 
letters. Dotted a = illegible trace of a letter tentatively read a. Angular 
brackets < > enclose letters not extant in the ms. but added by an editor, 
braces { } letters extant in the ms. but expelled from the text by an editor, 
parentheses ( ) the extension of an abbreviation. A vertical stroke | (used 
only occasionally) indicates the end of line or of verse in a ms. or a 
printed book. dAAà] dAAos A means that instead of the vulgate (usually 
printed) reading 4AAà, there is the reading dAAos in A. xai o? A: xai B:ov C 
means that to the reading xai ov in A corresponds the reading xai in B and 
the reading ev in C (the colon between the readings may be replaced by a 
comma, or simply dropped). add. = addidit. om. = omisit. corr. = correzit. 
mns(s).— manuscript(s). cod.-— codex. codd. = codices. apograph = direct 
transcript. fol(l).— folio(s). "= recto. Y= verso. f.— and one following 
(page, folio, line). ff. — and several following (pages, folios, lines). In the 
description of a manuscript, 12 lines means 12 lines to a page for the poetic 
text of Euripides. arg. = argument(s). triad = Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae. 
dyad — Hecuba, Orestes. 


In quoting line or verse numbers in Euripides, as a matter of practical 
prineiple I follow the numbers of the third edition of Nauck (Euripidis 
tragoediae ex recensione Augusti Nauckii. Editio tertia. vol. I-II. Lipsiae, 
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originally printed 1871. Volume III, in the second edition printed origi- 
nally in 1869, contains the fragments). Nauck's numbers of his second 
edition of the plays (I-II:1857) are about the same, and they seem to have 
been followed by Dindorf in his edition of the scholia, while Schwartz 
in his scholia edition followed, naturally, the line numbers of Nauck’. 
Accordingly, in this regard there is an agreement with Nauck also in 
reference numbers of the scholia editions. Nauck's numbers appear also in 
Prinz-Wecklein, Murray, and in the Paris edition (even if it follows directly 
the Prinz-Wecklein numbers) — inasmuch as this is feasible. However, in 
lyrieal lines the line division has been changed in many cases in recent 
editions, especially in Murray, and it is, therefore, often impossible to 
indicate, correctly and unequivocally, the location of a word by making 
reference to the verse number of a recent edition. Therefore, I consistently 
quote the number of the line in which the word in question appears in refer- 
ence to Nauck’. For lines that are not themselves marked with a marginal 
number but lie between numbers, I quote the number of the line in question 
in reference to the preceding number (not to the following one). If there 
are less than four lines between two lines numbered, as it is, between Hec. 
60 and 65, the succession of lines is computed by me thus: Hec. 60, 61, 62, 
63, 65. Or: Hec. 645, 646, 647, 650. If there are more than four lines 
between two numbered lines, in counting lines with reference to the pre- 
ceding number I repeat after the fourth line the same number with an 
exponent >, and the next line with an exponent *, and so on. E.g., the 
succession of lines from Orest. 980 through 985 is to be considered thus: 
Orest. 980, 981, 982, 983, 984, 9845, 984°, 985. In case of doubt, the reader 
should determine the location of a Euripidean quotation on the basis of 
Nauck? (the edition of Prinz-Wecklein has, with few exceptions, the same 
numbers as Nauck?). This is especially important for lyrical lines. Other- 
wise, as far as the text itself is concerned, the edition of Murray may serve 
as reference basis. 

Variant readings are considered in reference to the text of Murray. A 
lemma from the Murray text is sometimes prefixed in the presentation of 
the manuscript evidence if a misunderstanding is likely to arise without 
such a definition of the text unit involved. Then it means that instead of 
this text unit as printed in Murray and repeated by me with a square 
bracket ] at the end, the subsequent readings are exhibited in the mss. 
quoted. Meaningless differences of accentuation and aspiration, also mean- 
ingless errors of spelling, are sometimes disregarded, unless for some reason 
or simply for the sake of documentary authenticity I want to reproduce 
the manuscript text most faithfully. In inflectional forms, I sometimes. 
write iota subscript if it is missing in mss. (as it mostly is), or if it appears 
as iota adscript. Data on manuscript readings are given explicitly on the 
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basis of my personal inspection of the original manuscripts or of their 
photographic reproductions, unless 1 make a diferent statement on the 
source of the information in question. 

No conclusions ez silentio are allowed on manuscript readings not quoted 
explicitly. 

For my above list of Euripidean mss., I have looked through all pub- 
lished catalogues of Greek manuscript collections (with very few exceptions 
of items not available). For a list published formerly, cf. J. A. Spranger, 
“A Preliminary Skeleton List of the Manuscripts of Euripides," Classtcal 
Quarlerly 33 (1939) pp. 98-107. 

Murray = Euripidis fabulae recognovit Gilbertus Murray I-III (Serip- 
torum Classieorum Bibliotheca Oxoniensis. Oxonii, [first printed 1902, 
1904, 1909]). 

Prinz-Wecklein — Euripidis fabulae ediderunt R. Prinz et N. Wecklein. 
[1 (Lipsiae, 11878, 71899), 2 (11879, 71899), 3 (11883, ?*1902), 4-7 (1898) ; 
II 1-4 (1898) ; 5-6 (1899) ; III 1-3 (1900), 4-5 (1901), 6 (1902). (General 
title pages of volumes I-III carry the date 1902.) 

The Paris edition or the Budé edition — Euripide. 'Tome I (first printed 
1925) : Le Cyclope, Alceste, Médée, Les Héraclides. Texte établi et traduit 
par Louis Méridier. II (1927) : Hippolyte, Andromaque, Hécube par Louis 
Méridier. III (1923) : Héraclées, Les Suppliantes, Ion par Léon Parmentier 
et Henri Grégoire. IV (1925): Les Troyennes, Iphigente en Tauride, 
Élecire par Léon Parmentier et Henri Grégoire. V (1950): Héléne, Les 
Phéniciennes par Henri Grégoire, Louis Méridier, Fernand Chapouthier. 
(Collection des Universités de France publiée sous le patronage de l'Asso- 
ciation Guillaume Budé. Paris.) Not yet complete. 

Ancient scholia on Euripides are quoted in reference to the edition 
of Schwartz; Byzantine scholia, in reference to the edition of Dindorf. 
References are made to the pages and lines of the pertinent volumes of 
these editions, mostly without the volume number. 

Schwartz or Schwartz, Scholia = Scholia in Euripidem collegit recensuit 
edidit Eduardus Schwartz. I: Scholia in Hecubam Orestem Phoenissas. 
II: Scholia in Hippolytum Medeam Alcestin Andromacham | Rhesum 
Troadas (Berolini, 1887-1891). 

Dind. or Dindorf or Dindorf, Scholia — Scholia graeca in Euripidis 
tragoedias ez codicibus aucta et emendata edidit Gulielmus Dindorfius. 
I <Rhesus, Troades, Hippolytus, Hecuba», II <Orestesy, III <Phoenissaey, 
IV «Medea, Alcestis, Andromachay. (Oxonii, 1863). 


My former publications are cited in the following manner: 


Turyn, Aeschylus — The Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of 
Aeschylus (Polish Institute Series No. 2. New York City, 1943). 
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Manuscripts of Sophocles = * The Manuscripts of Sophocles," Traditio 2 
(1944) pp. 1-41. 

Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus =“ The Sophocles Recension of 
Manuel Moschopulus,” Transactions of the American Philological Associa- 
(ion 80 (1949) pp. 94-173. 

Studies in Sophocles = Studies in the Manuscript Tradition of the Trag- 
edies of Sophocles (Illinois Studies in Language and Literature, vol. 
XXXVI, Nos. 1-2. Urbana, 1952). 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


In the field of the manuscript transmission of Euripides, there are some 
problems that are to be solved, first of all, by extending and clarifying our 
knowledge of the vicissitudes through which the text of Euripides went in 
the Middle Ages. It is true that the contemporary editions of Euripides 
are built on a basically sound basis which was established a century ago by 
Adolph Kirchhoff.! With regard to the commented plays, Kirchhoff with 
correct insight concentrated on the genuine representatives of the “old ” 
tradition. He gave careful consideration ? to the manuscripts M (Venice 
471), V (Vatic. 909), and to L (Laur. 32, 2) and P (he used only its 
Vatican part, Palat. 287, its Florentine part Conv. Soppr. 172 being un- 
known to him at that time) — and disregarded the great mass of Byzantine 
interpolated manuscripts, which had contributed to the bulk of critical notes 
in the older editions, e.g., in that of Matthiae. Still there were some de- 
ficiencies in the edition of Kirchhoff, especially in that he failed to collate 
the entire ms. B (Paris 2713). Then, he did not collate directly all the 
manuscripts used in his edition. At any rate, his opposition to the Byzan- 
tine manuscripts and his general realization of the Byzantine character of 
some manuscripts paved the way to an eventual implementation of the basic 
desideratum of August Boeckh regarding the elimination of Byzantine 
interpolations from our editions of classical texts.* 

Wilhelm Dindorf in his fundamental edition of the scholia on Euripides ? 
put the ancient scholia on the proper basis MBV and made an important 
advancement over Kirchhoff's ideas by collating and systematically using 
the ms. B (Paris 2713), the importance of which he was the first to recog- 
nize. Kirchhoff’s views were praised by Nauck® in his second edition, 


! Euripidis tragoediae ex recensione Adolphi Kirchhoffii I-II (Berolini, 1855), 
with an important Praefatio in vol. I pp. I11-XIV and an adnotatio critica at the end 
of each volume. 

* The symbols indicated above are those used consistently in this book. For the 
mss. HMBAVLPOD, the symbols used in the Murray edition have been accepted by me, 

3 Cf. especially Euripidis tragoediae et fragmenta rec. Augustus Matthiae VI 
(Lipsiae, 1821) which volume contains notes on the Euripidean triad. 

* Cf. Augustus Boeckh, Pindari opera quae supersunt I (Lipsiae, 1811) pp. x ff.; 
Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragódie (Euripides 
Herakles I. Berlin, 1889) pp. 193 f. 

5 Scholia graeca in Euripidis tragoedias ex codicibus aucta et emendata edidit 
Gulielmus Dindorfius I-IV (Oxonii, 1863), with an important Praefatio, I pp. 111 ff. 

* Cf. August Nauck, Euripidis tragoediae I? (Lipsiae, 1857) p. XLII. 
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although he did not have new collations and relied only on Kirchhoff's 
apparatus. Nauck's allegiance to Kirchhoff was shown rather in a negative 
attitude toward the Byzantine interpolations, but — as it is well-known — 
Nauck’s textual criticism was far too bold to allow his text to be a repre- 
sentation of the old tradition. Some time thereafter, the Florentine part 
of P, the ms. Conventi Soppressi 172, was rediscovered by Prinz,’ the basic 
discussion of the relationship of L and P was initiated by Wilamowitz,’ and 
the integration of the Florentine and Palatine parts of P was postulated by 
Carl Robert.? 

The text edition of Prinz-Wecklein !? showed its merits in the consistent 
elimination of Byzantine interpolations and in the systematic utilization of 
the mss. MBAVLP. The editors, though they were relying in some cases 
on collations supplied by other scholars, nonetheless collated a very great 
number of manuscripts and paid particular attention to minute collations 
of L and P.!! 

In the field of scholia, Eduard Schwartz !? in his edition of the old 
scholia, by emphasizing the value of B next to MV, showed the way for 
the proper consideration of that manuscript. 

The best selection of Euripidean mss. was accomplished by Gilbert 
Murray in his edition of the Euripidean plays?!? which established the 
present vulgate on the basis of MBAVLP. The same selection of mss. was 
followed in the Paris edition of the Collection Budé.'* 

In all these editions, especially in the most complete modern editions of 


' Cf. Rudolf Prinz, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 105 (1872) pp. 525 ff. 

* Cf. Udalricus de Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Analecta Euripidea (Berolini, 1875) 
pp. 6 ff. 

* Cf. C. Robert, “ Zur Geschichte der Euripides-Handschriften," Hermes 13 (1878) 
pp. 133 ff. 

1° Euripidis fabulae ediderunt R. Prinz et N. Wecklein. I 1 (Lipsiae, !1878, *1899), 
2 (11879, 71899), 3 (11883, 71902), 4-7 (1898); II 1-4 (1898), 5-6 (1899) ; III 1-3 
(1900), 4-5 (1901), 6 (1902). (General title pages of volumes I-III carry the date 
1902.) ' 

11 On Wecklein’s theory of the relationship of L and P, cf. below, pp. 266 ff. 

1* Scholia in Euripidem collegit recensuit edidit Eduardus Schwartz I-II (Berolini, 
1887-1891). Cf. especially the preface I pp. v ff. 

** Euripidis fabulae recognovit Gilbertus Murray I-III (Scriptorum Classicorum 
Bibliotheca Oxoniensis. Oxonii, [first printed 1902, 1904, 1909]). 

14 Euripide. Tome I (first printed 1925): Le Cyclope, Alceste, Médée, Les Héra- 
clides. Texte établi et traduit par Louis Méridier. II (1927) : Hippolyte, Andromaque, 
Hécube par Louis Méridier. III (1923): Héraclés, Les Suppliantes, Ion par Léon 
Parmentier et Henri Grégoire. IV (1925): Les Troyennes, Iphigénie en Tauride, 
Electre par Léon Parmentier et Henri Grégoire. V (1950): Hélène, Les Phéniciennes 
par Henri Grégoire, Louis Méridier, Fernand Chapouthier. (Collection des Uni- 
versités de France publiée sous le patronage de l'Association Guillaume Budé. Paris.) 
Not yet complete. 
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Prinz-Wecklein, Murray, and in the Paris edition, there are two flaws. The 
Euripidean recension of the younger veteres of the triad is not taken into 
consideration. 'Those are manuscripts that belong to the genuine old tradi- 
tion carried by the veteres in general, but are slightly different from the 
vetustiores MBV, because they represent a younger recension and are not 
entirely immune to occasional interpolations. I decided to call them in 
Euripides recentiores — as distinguished from the vetustiores. I used a dif- 
ferent terminology in Sophocles where I called the younger veteres with 
the name “ deteriores." !5 In Euripides, the younger veteres, i. e., the recen- 
tiores, have, of course, old scholia and should be, therefore, used in the 
editing of old scholia.!* -But their most unfortunate feature is that hardly 
one of them escaped the sporadic infiltration of Palaeologean interpolations, 
especially so since what we have in this class are manuscripts written 
mostly after 1300 a.D. and, therefore, subject to the influence of the Palaeo- 
logean recensions. Dindorf was the first to formulate the existence of this 
class of manuscripts." He cited as a prominent witness of that group the 
ms. Munich 560 (Dindorf's symbol C).!* There are in existence many mss. 
of this class, and I can name here, in addition to Munich 560, also Vatic. 
1135 (our symbol R), Salamanca 31 (S), Vatic. 1345 (Sa), Reims 1306, 
Copenhagen 417 (in the triad), Paris 2810 (cf. below, p. 321). The text 
recension of this class of recentiores should be reported in future editions 
of Euripides. 

The second defect of our present editions or rather of our knowledge of 
the Euripidean text tradition is the fact that we do not know systematically 
the Byzantine interpolations of the Palaeologean period. Satisfying our 
curiosity about the changes introduced into the Euripidean text by the 
Byzantine grammarians will per se constitute a valuable contribution to 
the history of the Byzantine philology. But this will have also a very im- 
portant significance for our study of the “ old ” tradition. Since it happens 
that manuscripts of the recenttores class that are in existence were written 
after the Byzantine recensions came into being and are, therefore, occa- 
sionally interpolated, we must gain an exhaustive and systematic knowledge 
of those interpolations through & direct study of the Palaeologean recen- 
sions in order to be able to detect interpolations in some of the peculiar 


18 Cf. Alexander. Turyn, Studies in the Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of 
Sophocles (Illinois Studies in Language and Literature, vol. XXXVI, Nos. 1-2. 
Urbana, 1952) p. 125. For terminological considerations, cf. Giorgio Pasquali, 
Storia della tradizione e critica del testo? (Firenze, 1952) pp. 43 ff. 

1* Schwartz occasionally used the scholia of the mss. Munich 500, Vatic. 1135 
(our R), Vatic. 1345 (our Sa). 

17 Cf. Dindorf, Scholia I p. x1. Cf. Schwartz, Scholia I pp. 1x f. 

1* Cf. Dindorf, Scholia I pp. x1 ff. 
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readings accidentally studding the recentiores. This problem is as typical 
in Euripides as it is in Aeschylus and Sophocles.!* 

The above considerations determine the sequence of investigations to be 
undertaken in the field of the text transmission of Euripides. The priority 
must be given to the study of the Byzantine recensions, for only this study 
will enable us to evaluate properly the integrity of the recenttores, this 
integrity being, above all, the degree of immunity from Byzantine inter- 
polations. 

It was in the past a well-known fact that the Byzantine grammarians of 
the Palaeologean era had worked on the tragedies of Euripides. Scholars 
of the Renaissance could read in the Aldine editio princeps of Euripides ?? 
the names of Manuel Moschopulus and Thomas Magistros as writers of 
Lives of Euripides, and the name of Thomas Magistros as writer of an 
argument to Hecuba. 'T'hese elements were, of course, reprinted in later edi- 
tions,?! without however provoking any special realization of their meaning. 

According to the precedents from our previous studies in the manuscript 
field,?? I assume also this time that the road to the identification of separate 
Byzantine recensions will lead through an analysis of the scholia, since text 
and scholia together are as a rule the characteristic components of any text 
recension. Once we recognize different and separate sets of scholia, we shall 
have identified separate recensions of the poetic text as well. Therefore, I am 


1* Cf. Turyn, * The Sophocles Recension of Manuel Moschopulus," Transactions of 
the American Philological Association 80 (1949) pp. 95, 125; Studies in Sophocles 
p. 15. 

20 ETPIIIIAOT rpayydia: éwraxaldexa> wy Ena per’ éinyjoewr I-II (at end: Venetiis 
apvd Aldvm mense Febrvario. M.p.11). The edition is described by Émile Legrand, 
Bibliographie hellénique ou description raisonnée des ouvrages publiés par des Grece 
aux XVe et XVIe siècles I (Paris, 1885) pp. 79 ff. It contains 18 plays (the Hercules 
was printed at the end of the second volume, but was overlooked in the list of plays 
on the title page of the first volume, hence the erroneous indication of 17 plays in 
the title; Electra was not included); there are not any scholia (for a similar dis- 
crepancy between the title and the contents in the Aldine edition of Sophocles, cf. 
Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 96). On fol. [A ir], the Vita of 
Euripides is headlined MarovgA rov MocxosxovXov cvroyas Tov fiov Tov roinrov. It is 
followed on fol. [A mr] by rov avrov rep: eidwoXov, and on fol. [A IIT] by Owya Tov 
paylorpou givoyis rou Te Biov Evpiwidou, kal ris rov Spduaros bxo0écews. 

?! E.g., cf. Evripidis tragoediae octodecim (Basileae apud Ioan. Heruagium anno, 
M.D.XXXVII. mense Martio.), fol. [a2*], [a4r]; Evripidis tragoediae XIX opera 
Gvlielmi Canteri (Antvverpiae, M.D.LXXI), pp. [**3], [**5]; Euripidis Quae Extant 
Omnia: ... Opera & Studio Josuae Barnes (Cantabrigiae, MDCXCIV), pp. Lf. 

33 Cf. Turyn, De codicibus Pindaricis (Polska Akademja Umiejętności. Archiwum 
Filologiczne Nr 11. Cracoviae, 1932) p. 7; The Manuscript Tradition of the Trage- 
diea of Aeschylus (Polish Institute Series No. 2. New York City, 1943) pp. 13, 07 f.; 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 95. 
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going to survey historically the situation in the field of Euripidean scholia 
up to the present time. 

It is pertinent to state a few elementary facts concerning the scholia on 
Euripides. Among the preserved plays of Euripides, we distinguish “ select ” 
plays, with scholia, and * non-select ” plays, preserved without scholia. The 
select or commented plays comprise the so-called “ triad ”: Hecuba, Orestes, 
Phoenissae — plays which were a very popular chosen group in the Middle 
Ages — and the following plays: Alcestis, Andromache, Hippolytus, Medea, 
Rhesus, Troades. The preserved non-select plays, without scholia, some- 
times also called “ alphabetic ” plays (because of the presumable alphabetic 
sequence in an ancient edition) are: Bacchae,?* Cyclops, Electra, Helena, 
Heraclidae, Hercules Furens, Ion, Iphigenia Aulidensts, Iphigenia Taurica, 
Supplices. With regard to the commented plays, scholia that appear in 
such relatively old medieval manuscripts like MBV, by the very virtue of 
their pre-Palaeologean existence certify their “ old ” character or their basic 
descent from an ancient scholia collection. By contrast, a different char- 
acter of scholia in younger manuscripts, later than ca. 1300 A.D., shows 
clearly their Byzantine character. ` 

The first edition of the scholia on Euripides was published by Arsenius 
of Monembasia in 1534.%* Although it exhibited in a comprehensive way 
both the old scholia on seven plays (on Hec., Orest., Phoen., Med., Hippol., 
Alc., Androm.)?* and the Byzantine scholia on the triad, it did not even 
once refer specifically to any Byzantine author of these scholia. Euripidean 
scholia of the Arsenian vulgate were customarily reprinted in later editions, 
e.g., in the edition of Paulus Stephanus (1602)?* and in the edition of 


33 On the possibility that Bacchae was in ancient times a commented play, cf. 
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragódie p. 207 note 173. Cf. 
below, p. 241. 

36 ZxoMa Tw» wavy Soxiuwy els éxrrà rpaywoias rov. eüpur(íBovy, avANeyéryra éx Siaddpwr 
wakawy BigAwr kal cuvappodoynOdyra mapà dpceviov dpxierioxémwou uoveuBaa(as. Scholia 
in septem Evripidis Tragoedias ex antiquis exemplaribus ab Arsenio archiep (tscop)o 
mone(m)basig collecta, € nuno primu(m) in lucem edita (at end: Venetijs in 
officina Lucaeantonij Iuntae cu(m) priuilegio M.D.xxximI die xxirII Decembris). 
Cf. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVIe siècles I pp. 219 ff. The Arsenius 
edition was reprinted by Hervagius in 1544: ZxoXua — rapà dpceriov dpxiemcakómov 
poveuBacias. Scholia in septem Evripidis tragoedias ex antiquis exemplarib(us) ab 
Arsenio archiepiscopo Monembasiae collecta, nuncq(ue) denuó multo quàm antea 
emendatiora in lucem edita (Basileae, per Ioannem Heruagium. 1544). The scholia 
of the Arsenius edition are collated in Dindorf with the symbol J: cf. Dindorf I 
pp. xxi ff. 

23 For the old scholia, Arsenius seems to have relied on the ms. B (Paris 2713).— 
The old scholia on Troades and Rhesus from V (Vatic. 909) were not known until 
their publication in the 19% century (cf. Dindorf I p. v). 

36 Evpuriüov trpaywoiiwy boa owfowrar, Evripidis tragoediae quae extant. Cum Latina 
Gulielmi Canteri interpretatione. ZxoXa Træ» wavy Soxipwy els éwrà rpayydias ToU 
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Barnes (1694).? King (1726) modified the traditional collection of scholia 
on the triad by using Byzantine manuscripts available in England.* The 
most comprehensive collection of Euripidean scholia which in a way marked 
an epoch in the field of Euripidean studies was that of August Matthiae ?? 
who in vols. IV and V (1817-1818) of his Euripides edition re-edited the 
scholia on the seven plays. In the scholia on the triad, Matthiae included 
many Byzantine scholia that were unpublished before him, taking them 
from a very large number of manuscripts which he collated. This was a 
tremendous advance beyond the Arsenius collection, although Matthiae’s 
sylloge presented an indigested accumulation which did not identify the 
character of separate corpora of scholia or that of single scholia. Yet, 
through the sheer repetition of some sets of manuscript symbols covering 
single scholia Matthiae provided the subsequent generations with some clues 
for the distinction of separate scholia corpora. 

In the field of the old scholia, the scholia on Rhesus and Troades, that 
were not included in the edition of Arsenius and the subsequent editions, 
were published for the first time in the Glasgow edition,'? vol. V (1821), 
from a transcript of V (Vatic. 909) made available by Hieronymus Amati. 

An essential success in the analysis of the scholia was achieved by Wil- 
helm Dindorf in his scholia edition (1863)?! which was a complete collection 
of the ancient scholia on the nine select or commented plays and also of 
the Byzantine scholia on the triad. In his preface (I pp. xv—xx111), Dindorf 
gave a strikingly correct analysis of the Byzantine scholia, though it was 
made by rather inadequate methodical means and did not identify the Tri- 
clinian commentary except for Triclinius’ metrical scholia. Dindorf's analy- 
sis of the provenience of Byzantine scholia was built on an accidentally 


Evperiüov, evAXevyérra ék Siaddpwry wadawy BiBXor, kal avrapuootyn0érra wapà Apaceriov 
dpxiexiakórov MoreuBaoias.. Scholia doctorum virorum in septem Evripidis tragoedias, 
ez antiquis ezemplaribus ab Arsenio Monembasiae archiepiscopo collecta. Acces- 
serunt doctae Iohannis Brodaei, Gvlielmi Canteri, Gasparis Stiblini, Aemilii Porti, 
in Evripidem Annotationes. Cum indicibus necessariis. (Excvdebat Pavlus Ste- 
phanvs. Anno MDcII.)— Stephanus seems to follow Hervagius rather than Arsenius. 

27 Euripidis Quae Extant Omnia: ... Opera & Studio Josuae Barnes (Canta- 
brigiae, MDbcxcIv). — Barnes made occasional changes in the scholia on the basis 
of the ms. Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 403: cf. Barnes, Index secundus under 
Scholia graeca ez MSto Coll. Corporis Christi addita. On this ms., cf. below, p. 123. 

28 Euripidis Hecuba, Orestes, et Phoenissae . . . emendavit . . . Johannes King 
(Cantabrigiae, 1726), in 2 vols. King relied especially on the Triclinian ms. Oxford, 
Barocci 74 (cf. below, p. 197). 

8° Euripidis tragoediae et fragmenta recensuit Augustus Matthiae I-X (Lipsiae, 
1813-1837). 

39 Euripidis opera omnia; ez editionibus praestantissimis fideliter recusa . . . vol. 
V (Glasguae, 1821) pp. 585-610. 

33 Dindorf, Scholia graeca in Euripidis tragoedias I-IV (Oxford, 1863). Cf. above, 
p. 15 note 5. 
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chosen basis, which was not the best source of information in that it was 
& heterogeneous combination of scholia. Dindorf's reference basis was a 
manuscript of no particular consequence, Wolfenbüttel Gudianus graec. 15 
(cf. below, p. 61). Since this ms. was kept in a famous German library and 
easily accessible to German scholars, it gained great and undeserved promi- 
nence through Matthiae *? who collated it for the text of the triad and used 
it most carefully for the scholia on the triad. He spoke of the Wolfenbüttel 
ms. very highly. He recognized that there were two sets of scholia: one 
written by the original scribe of the codex, and another one written by 
another scribe. Dindorf followed up that clue and made the basically correct 
guess that the original set of scholia (written throughout the larger part 
of the ms. in red ink) represents the Moschopulean scholia, while the added 
set of scholia carries the Thoman scholia. As a result of this distinction, 
Dindorf marked in his edition the Wolfenbüttel scholia of the original set, 
which he considered Moschopulean, with the symbol Gr. — and those addi- 
tional scholia, which he considered Thoman, with the symbol Gu. As meri- 
torious as this distinction is, the Wolfenbüttel ms. is not the best tool for 
analysis, because even in its poetic text and in its original scholia it is not 
a perfect, well-disciplined, pure representative of the Moschopulean recen- 
sion. Some Moschopulean scholia were omitted by Gr. and then written by 
Gu. Then, Gu. in its Thoman scholia presents occasionally a wording of 
the Thoman scholia slightly retouched or modified. Moreover, there are 
many Planudean elements in both sets of scholia in the Wolfenbüttel ms. 
Nothing adequate was said by Dindorf about the Triclinian commentary 
as it appeared in the Triclinian recension — and, of course, nothing was 
said about the poetic text of the three separate Byzantine recensions, this 
problem lying outside the scope of Dindorf's work on the scholia. Moreover, 
the contribution of Maximus Planudes to the Euripidean scholia was not 
broached by Dindorf. 

The excellent scholia edition of Schwartz (1887-1891), mentioned above 
(p. 16), comprises only the old scholia on the nine select plays from the 
genuine manuscripts and, in that respect, supersedes the old scholia of the 
Dindorf edition. Of course, this edition did not introduce any new element 
into the situation in the field of Byzantine scholia, which were quite naturally 
disregarded in accordance with the scope of the edition. 


33 Cf. Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae I (1813) p. vir. 

*: Cf. Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae IV p. v: “ Horum codicum sine controversia 
copiosissimus est Guelph. nam et e scholiis Arsenianis multa habet, et e Florentinis 
ea, quae alicuius pretii sunt, et omnia fere, quae MS. C.C.C. <= Cambridge, Corpus 
Christi College 403 et <Oxford,) Barocc. 74. Kingio subministrarunt, illa prima 
manu, haec secunda plerumque scripta; tum alia etiam propria continet." 
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The situation indicated in my above remarks explains why we have to 
take up the task of identifying properly the separate Byzantine traditions. 
It is only after seizing them separately in their pure representatives that 
we shall be able to examine the poetic texts tied up with the characteristic 
sets of scholia and to discover the interpolatory contributions of the Byzan- 
tine scholars to the tert of Euripides. 
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II. THE TRICLINIAN EDITION oF EURIPIDES 


We shall now turn our attention to a Byzantine copy of the Euripidean 
triad which shows an absolute reliability in its indication of the authorship 
of the scholia contained and is of highest interest by itself. It is the au- 
thentic exemplar of the Triclinian edition of the Euripidean triad. We 
mark it with the symbol T. 


T = Rome, Biblioteca Angelica, greco 14 (once C.5.1). Cf. Pio Franchi 


de Cavalieri e Giorgio Muccio, “ Index codicum graecorum Bibliothecae . 


Angelicae,” Studi Italiani di filologia classica 4 (1896) pp. 42 f.; Dindorf, 
Scholia I p. xvii n. 1; T. W. Allen, Classical Review 3 (1889) p. 348; 
H. Wagenvoort H. f., * Demetrii Triclinii scholia metrica e codice Angelico 
aucta et emendata," Mnemosyne N.S. 41 (1913) pp. 313-332. See below, 
plates V, VII, IX. Paper (bombycine), first quarter of the 14t^ cent., 174 X 
134 mm., 11 + 168 foll. Former owners: Marcus Mamunas (cf. fol. 11", 477, 
168"); Georgius comes Corinthius (fol. 1687): BiBAos papovvá fw ebre tad 
éypá$ero* Ore 86 xai rad’ éypádero yeopy (lov) xdpzros kopwÜ (iov) ; Biblioteca 
Sforziana; Biblioteca Passionei.** 

The ms. contains the Euripidean triad with scholia and is a composite 
volume in that in this volume originally written by one hand some leaves 
were torn out and replaced by leaves written in the handwriting of Deme- 
trius Triclinius, who also added some scholia and glosses and made cor- 
rections even in the original leaves that he left in the volume. The 
Triclinian handwriting in the pertinent parts of the codex can be easily 
confirmed by a comparison with certified autographs of Triclinius.5 In 


** On. Marcus Mamunas and Georgius Corinthius, cf.: Marie Vogel und Victor 
Gardthausen, Die griechischen Schreiber des Mittelalters und der Renaissance (Zen- 
tralblatt für Bibliothekswesen, Beiheft XXXIII. Leipzig, 1909) pp. 289 f., 78 note 7; 
Hans Gerstinger, Johannes Sambucus als Handschriftensammler, in: Festschrift der 
Nationalbibliothek in Wien herausgegeben zur Feier des 200jührigen Bestehens des 
Gebüudes (Wien, 1926) pp. 297 f.; A. Biedl, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 37 (1937) 
pp. 38f.; Paul Henry, Etudes Plotiniennes II: Les manuscrits des Ennéades’ 
(Museum Lessianum, Section Philosophique, No. 21. Bruxelles-Paris, 1948) pp. 265, 
207 ff.; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 91, 173f.; Martin Wittek, Scriptorium 7 
(1953) p. 288 note 46. On mss. of Georgius Corinthius in the Biblioteca Sforziana, 
cf. now Giovanni Card. Mercati, Note per la storia di alcune biblioteche romane 
nei secoli XVI — XIX (Studi e Testi 164. Città del Vaticano, 1952) pp. 34f. On 
the Passionei library, cf. Card. Mercati, op. cit. passim, especially pp. 89 ff. 

35 The following entirely autographic manuscripts of Demetrius Triclinius are 
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this way, this manuscript, whose autographic elements of Triclinius were 
never listed publicly,’ represents the Euripidean triad partly written by 
Triclinius, partly edited by Triclinius — 80 that the whole volume repre- 
sents the Triclinian edition of Euripides authenticated by Triclinius’ own 
participation in the making of the volume as indicated. And its hetero- 
geneous character reveals in an unexpected way the working technique of 
Triclinius and offers a highly important and valuable explanation of the 
character of Triclinian editions of classical texts. I should not hesitate to 
name this manuscript almost a sensational contribution to the problems of 
Triclinian recensions in general. 

Before I list the contents of the volume, I wish to indicate which folios 
in the volume stem from the original volume and which folios are subse- 
quent replacements written entirely by Triclinius. 

Folios 17-21v; 257-26v ; 337-34" ; 377-41"; end of 46" and 4T'—47v; 52'— 
04V; 57—59; V7I1'-73"; 7701-79"; 867-100v; 1047-105"; 109-120; 127- 
131v; 1347-136" ; 141'-144v; 149r-154v ; 1587-162v ; 166'-167v : these folios 
were written entirely by Demetrius Triclinius. 

Folios 227r-24v; 277-32; 35'-36"; 497—46"; 48'-51v; 55r-56v; 60'-70Y; 
7417—76" ; 807-85"; 1017-103" ; 1067-108v ; 1217-126v ; 1327-133v ; 1371-140Y ; 


generally known: Oxford, New College, 258 (Aphthonius and Hermogenes, of 1308 
A.D.) — see below, plate VI; Venice gr. 464 (Hesiod, 1316-1319 A.D.) — see plates XVI 
and XVII; Naples II.F.31 ( Aeschylus) — see plates VIII and X. Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 
pp. 102 f. (however, the Pindar ms. Laur. Conv. Soppr. 94 is not written by Tri- 
clinius). On the Aristophanes ms. Paris, Supplément grec 463, which has scholia 
and glosses added by Demetrius Triclinius (the main poetic text being in a different 
handwriting), cf. now W. J. W. Koster, Mnemosyne ser. IV, vol. 8 (1955) p. 24; 
cf. Koster, Revue des études grecques 66 (1953) pp. 8-13; cf. below, p. 32 note 49 
and plate IV. On the Euripides ms, Copenhagen 3549 (— Zc), written entirely by 
Demetrius Triclinius, cf. below, p. 180 and plate VI. 

For facsimile samples of Demetrius Triclinius’ handwriting, published heretofore, 
cf.: Guilelmus Wattenbach — Adolphus von Velsen, Erempla codicum graecorum 
litteris minusculis. scriptorum (Heidelbergae, 1878) plate 21 (Venice 464 fol. 78r: 
schol. Moschop. on Hesiod O. D. 822-826, with Triclinius’ subscription of 1316 A.D.) ; 
«Antonius M. Zanetti et Antonius Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca codicum 
manu scriptorum («Venetiis») 1740) p. xiv (Venice 464 fol. 145r: Hesiod, Theog. 
1-18), p. xv (Venice 464, part of fol. 218r: Triclinius' subscription of 1319 A.D.) ; 
Udalrieus de Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Aeschyli tragoediae (Berolini, 1914) plates 
2 and 3 (Naples II.F.31 fol. 112v: Aesch. Pers. 944-957; fol. 160r: Aesch. Hum. 
1-17); Herbert Weir Smyth, * The Commentary on Aeschylus' Prometheus in the 
Codex Neapolitanus," Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 32 (1921) plate 
(Naples II.F.31 fol. 33r: Aesch. Prom. 791-805); Lydia Massa Positano, Demetrii 
Triclinii in Aeschyli Persas scholia (Collana di studi greci greci diretta da Vittorio 
de Falco, 13. Napoli, (19485) plate (Naples II.F.31 fol. 103%; Aesch. Pers. 673-687) ; 
Eduard Fraenkel, Aeschylus Agamemnon vol. I (Oxford, 1950) plate 1 (Naples 
II.F.31 fol. 117v: Aesch. Agam. 1-14). 

3¢ This ms. is not listed in Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 100. 
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1457-148v ; 155'-157v; 1637-165": these folios were written by the original 
scribe, but also in this part of the volume Triclinius added scholia and 
glosses and made corrections. 

The last fol. 168r, a replacement of a lost folio, was written by a hand 
of the 15 century (cf. below, p. 40). 

With regard to the pages written by Triclinius, it is easy to notice in 
them a certain difference in the ink used. It seems that in the first period 
of his work on this volume Triclinius used black ink. For in this black 
ink are scholia added by him on the pages of the original scribe, and 
likewise in black ink are written those entirely Triclinian pages which 
include only normal iambic trimeters or trochaic tetrameters, i.e., sections 
which, although rewritten entirely by Triclinius, did not require a deeper 
elaboration, or pages containing the arguments. But sections rewritten 
entirely by Triclinius — those which include lyrical parts of the plays — 
are written in brownish or yellowish or more pale ink on a poorer paper 
which now looks in most cases quite stained. I assume that they were 
written at a later stage either to replace the torn out pages of the original 
scribe or perhaps to supersede the earlier draft of Triclinius’ former re- 
placements. 'The proof that brown ink points to a later stage lies in the 
fact that while Byzantine scholia added on the original pages (scholia 
taken without any mental effort from Moschopulus or Thomas, as we 
shall see) are written in black ink, some metrical scholia composed by 
Triclinius and obviously introduced later are in brown ink, e.g., a metrical 
scholium of Triclinius on Hecuba 1293-1295 on fol. 46v is in brown ink.” 
A Triclinian scholium on Orest, 523 (Dind. II p. 155.19-24) on fol. 64° 
is in brown, pale ink and seems to be added later.* On fol. 63", 
Triclinius made in brown ink a correction in Orest. 515 (he changed 
dvramoxreivey In dmokretvew) and wrote a scholium (Dindorf II p. 154.6-8) 
in a brownish, quite pale ink, in order to explain the change. On Tri- 
clinius’ black ink pages, the so-called exwyuara?? are marked in brown 
ink, probably an additional feature. On fol. 71", a metrical correction 
of Triclinius in Orest. 782, obviously made as an afterthought at a later 
stage — uj» added above the line between xai and rò, and xai inserted 


31 This scholium was overlooked by Arsenius and, therefore, is missing in Dindorf 
I p. 217. It was, however, published by Wagenvoort, Mnemosyne N.S. 41 (1913) 
p. 317. 

** Dindorf, loc. cit., observed that this Triclinian scholium resembles the Triclinian 
scholium on Aesch. Pers. 795. The latter appears in the Triclinian Aeschylus ms., 
Naples II.F.31 fol. 107v (cf. Lydia Massa Positano, Demetrii Triclinii in Aeschyls 
Persas scholia pp. 02.23—03.3). It is interesting that at the end of his Aeschylean 
scholium Triclinius made a cross reference to his Euripidean scholium: é» &ddous 
Oe jui» cadécrepoy wepi rovrwy elpnrat. 

3° Cf, Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 70, 81 ff. 
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before ro 8oxéiv — was written in the same brown ink which we see in the 
brownish ink pages. On fol. 104*, which is a page written by Triclinius 
in black ink, still the metrical Triclinian scholium on the top of the page, 
on Orest. 1682-1693 (Dindorf II p. 28.5-12), is in brownish ink. 


Another interesting fact points likewise to the difference in time of 
Triclinius’ contributions to this volume. The black ink pages look some- 
what coarse in the ductus of the writing, while the brown ink writing 
is more refined. I should say that the black ink writing of Triclinius in 
the ms. T (e.g. see below, plate VII) resembles rather the writing of 
Triclinius’ rhetorical ms. Oxford, New College 258 of the year 1308 
(see plate VI),*? while the brown ink writing in T (see plate IX) resembles 
rather the Triclinian Aeschylus ms. Naples II.F.31 (see plates VIII, X), 
written later of course, probably in the late twenties of the 14 century.*! 


Eduard Fraenkel*? rightly observed the varying shape of breathings in 
Triclinius’ autographs: either rounded (* and ") or angular (+ and +). 
Fraenkel stated that the ms. Oxford, New College 258 (Rhetoricians) and 
the ms. Venice greco 464 (No. di collocazione 762, Hesiod) have rounded 
breathings, while the Naples II.F.31 (Aeschylus) has angular breathings. 
This is an important and fruitful observation, though it must be slightly 
corrected. The Venice Hesiod is composed of four parts, one of which was 
subscribed on August 20, 1316, and another one on November 16, 1319. 
The earliest part of the Venice Hesiod, subscribed in 1316, has round 
breathings (see plate XVI), while one of the later parts that was subscribed 
in 1319 (see plate XVII) already shows the angular shape consistently 
throughout. We can, therefore, establish that Triclinius acquired the 
habit of angular breathings at some time in the period 1317—1319, after he 


*9 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 103 note 89. 

*1 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 102 ff. 

*! Eduard Fraenkel, Aeschylus Agamemnon I p. 3 note 3. 

t3 The above statement on the relative chronology of breathings in the handwriting 
of Triclinius has to be related to the composition of the ms. Venice 464. The Hesiod 
ms. Venice greco 464 (No. di colloc. 762) is described by Zanetti-Bongiovanni, 
Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca codicum manu scriptorum pp. 246f.; cf. Hermann 
, Schultz, Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Hestod-Scholien (Abhandlungen der 
Kónigl. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Góttingen. Philol.-hist. Klasse. N.F. 
XII, 4. Berlin, 1910) pp. 29 f. Paper, 1316-1319 A.D., 234 x 151 mm., rv + 225 + IV 
foll. Once Greek ms. 445 in the library of Cardinal Bessarion (cf. Omont, Revue 
des bibliothéques 4 [1894] p. 467). The contents of the ms. are reported in Schultz, 
loc. cit. These are the subscriptions by Demetrius Triclinius. Fol. 78r (see below, 
plate XVI): 'Eypáóo rò rapòr BigMor To» Epywr kal huepwr hoiddou, à yepds époU 
Syunrplov rou TpixMirlov. TeXeiv0àp ér pnvi abyotoryw elkoorj, i»(Quxrior)os ıð-ns'. Érovs 
,cex5-ov'; — (= 20 August 1316). It has to be stressed most emphatically that this 
subscription pertains only to the preceding section comprising “Epya xal 'Hyépai, i.e., 
to the section fol. 207-78r. Then, on fol. 218r (see plate XVII): 'EreAew0n rà wapds 
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concluded the earliest part of his Hesiod ms. in 1316 and before he began 
writing a later part of the same ms. subscribed in 1319. Actually, we can- 
not determine exactly when Triclinius began that later part of the Venice 
Hesiod which was completed 3 years later after the conclusion of the earliest 


BiBrlov. 3d xeipós ypader euov Snunrplov roù rpixrcwlov, év uyrl voeufBpio èkkaiðdekáry, 
i» (Suri) os y-ns’. Erous * cox + (=16 November 1319). 

In both subscriptions, there are traces of changes made by Triclinius in his own 
family name in scribendo. In both cases, an acute was erased above the middle 
iota and the final -lov clearly replaced the letter --. In the earlier subscription 
(plate XVI), his name was first written rpuXíry. In the later subscription (plate 


XVII), the name was first written and arranged thus: M (as in the Oxford 
subscription of 1308 A.D., plate VI). The Venice subscriptions give a very interesting 
indication that as late as 1316-1319 a.D. Demetrius Triclinius spontaneously used 
for his family name the form TpexAlyns, which we know from the Oxford subscription, 
but already in that period he was switching to the form Tpixdlnos, which prevailed 
in the *angular breathings" parts of the Euripidean ms, T and in the Naples 
Aeschylus. Accordingly, the form of Triclinius' name as used by himself can be 
considered a chronological criterion for the relative chronology of his autographic 
mss. 

In the Venice 464, the leaf fol. 1r- containing poems written by a different hand 
of the 14% century (cf. Karl Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur’ 
[München, 1897] p. 780 under no. 7) is an extraneous addition (Zsvp. II. Aduxpos, 
Néos ‘EAAnvouriywr 13 [1916] p. 30, is wrong in using the subscription date of the 
ms. 1320 A.D. [should be 1310] as a terminus ante quem for the death of Marov3 
Paxpaons being the subject of one of these poems, since the leaf with the poems 
could be written either earlier or later). 

The Hesiod ms. written by Triclinius begins with fol. 2r. Gatherings are marked 
with Greek numerals written by Triclinius in the lower left corner of the initial 
recto of a gathering and repeated in the lower right corner of the last verso of the 
gathering. This proves that Triclinius himself made the final arrangement for the 
binding of the ms, Fol. 2r is marked with the signature 8. Does it mean that some 
preliminary matter was lost? Or perhaps a preliminary gathering was intended 
at the beginning of the volume, but was never written and actually included. The 
only part that has round breathings is the section fol. 20r-78r (20r—46r “Epya xal 
'Huépac with scholia, 46'-78r Moschopulus, é&jynors rà» Épywr xal fuepov) subscribed 
in 1316. The section fol. 78*-218r, subscribed in 1319, has angular breathings. The 
change of Triclinius’ writing style in this respect must have occurred some time 
after he finished the Opera et Dies section on fol. 78r in 1316 and before (or when) 
he began writing (within the same quire :8 comprising fol. 75-82) the continuation 
of this Hesiodean ms. subscribed on fol. 218r in 1319. Let us now survey the whole 
volume in reference to the difference in breathings. 

Fol. 2-19" (gatherings 8 fol. 2-9, y 10-17, 8 18-19) are written with angular 
breathings. This is a section comprising 'Aowis 'HpaxAéovs and the rex»oħoyla to 
Scutum by Ioannes Pediasimus. The angular breathings here (agreeing with the 
writing style of the section fol, 78*-218r subscribed in 1319) show that the whole 
Scutum section fol. 2r-10* was written in that later period, but in the final arrange- 
ment of the manuscript it was put at its beginning. The fact that the Scutum 
section ends with an incomplete gathering (3 folios 18 and 19) also proves that it 
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part. Let us use the year 1319 as the approximate border line for that change 
of his writing habits, ie., for the shifting from round breathings to the 
angular ones. By the same token, we gain a criterion for dating the Naples 
Aeschylus after ca. 1319, since that ms. shows angular breathings. 

As I said above, an additional very decisive criterion for the evolution of 
Triclinius’ script lies in the thickness or the sharpness of his ductus. We 
. can combine this feature with the varying shape of breathings in Triclinian 
mss. Accordingly, we see that the writing in the later texts of Triclinius, 
e.g., in the Triclinian pages with angular breathings in the Angelicus 14, 
is much thinner and sharper than that of the ms. New College 258, written 
with rounded breathings. 

The situation in the Angelicus 14 (T) is extremely interesting and calls 
for a detailed and minute analysis. We can distinguish in this ms. several 
stages of Triclinius work on it. First of all, there are folios of the original 


was not located in this way in the original continuous sequence of the writing 
process. 

The section fol. 20:1-78r (Opera et Dies: cf. above) is written with round breath- 
ings and ends in this style with the subscription of 20 August 1316 on fol. 78r. 
This subscription pertains explicitly only to the Opera et Dies section and obviously 
cannot cover the Scutum section at the beginning of the volume. Thus we gain a 
corroboration of the above conclusion that the Scutum section was transposed in 
the final arrangement of the volume. The Opera et Dies section begins with gather- 
ing e on fol. 20r and comprises gatherings e fol. 20-27, ¢ 28—35, ¢ 36-43, n 44-50 
(sic), 0 51-58, « 59-66, ca 67-74, and a part of the gathering «8 75-82 (the O.D. 
section ends on fol. 78r). Within this "round breathings" section, there is only 
one exceptional page with angular breathings. Folio 46r, being the last page of the 
poetic text O. D. 816-828, is written with angular breathings, while the verso of 
the same leaf fol. 46% begins the Moschopulean é£5'yne«s of O. D. written throughout 
with round breathings. The solution of this riddle is simple. The gathering y (now 
fol. 44-50) originally had 8 folios — not 7 folios as now. There must have been, 
after fol. 45, a folio 45*!* obviously removed by Triclinius himself. Apparently 
fol. 45bisr contained originally O. D. 816-828. Thereupon, folios 45bis and 46r were 
originally left blank for possible insertion of some matter between the end of O. D. 
and the beginning of the Moschopulean é&jyynor1s which ran from fol. 46" on. In the 
final arrangement, Triclinius, as it seems, gave up the idea of inserting some text 
in that place, but did not want to leave the two blank pages in the middle of the 
volume. Thus he tore out the folio 45bis and rewrote the end of O. D. 816—828 on 
the blank page 46r — in this way the blanks were removed. Of course, this was done 
in the later stage of angular breathings, hence the different style of the rewritten 
page 46r. 

The rest of the volume, the section fol. 78*»-218r (subscribed on fol. 218r on 16 
November 1319) and the continuation fol. 218*-225*, are written with angular breath- 
ings throughout. The section fol. 218-225" follows immediately upon the preceding 
section within the same gathering A (comprising folios 217-224) and obviously was 
added as an afterthought. 

It is entirely clear that at some time between 20 August 1316 and 16 November 
1319 Triclinius adopted the calligraphic archaistic feature of angular breathings. 
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scribe, viz.: folios 22-24, 27-32, 35-36, 42-46, 48-51, 55-56, 60-70, 74-76, 
80-85, 101-103, 106-108, 121-126, 132-133, 137-140, 145-148, 155-157, 
163-165. Those are folios from the original volume. The poetic text (in 
the second Thoman recension, as we shall see) was written there by the 
original scribe, whom we designate ** with the symbol T*. In these pages, 
Triclinius corrected the original poetic text and everywhere added to it 
Thoman scholia ** and glosses written in his earlier script with rounded 
breathings — and Moschopulean scholia and glosses in his later script with 
angular breathings. 'This shows clearly that his first intent was to revise 
the poetic text and to add only Thoman scholia and glosses, but at a later 
stage he integrated Moschopulean scholia and glosses as well. Triclinius’ 
own scholia in these folios, marked j#yérepov and mostly being metrical 
scholia, are written in the later script with angular breathings,** and some 
of them are added in brownish ink (see above). It has to be stressed that 
the original folios which Triclinius let stand comprise extremely few sec- 
tions with lyrics (e.g., fol. 27*—287 or 357). 

Then come folios written entirely by Triclinius and being replacements 
or additions or inserts by Triclinius — all of them symbolized *' by me with 
Tt. Among those folios by Triclinius, we have to distinguish two kinds: 


** The symbol T is intended to mark by its capital component the volume T itself, 
and to indicate by the exponent = the scribe of the original text stemming from the 
Thoman recension, in reference to our system of using symbols that include Z for 
Thoman manuscripts. 

*5 Only very few of the Thoman scholia were written by the original scribe. Our 
references to Thoman or Moschopulean scholia, as the case may be, are based on 
the identification of scholia presented below, pp. 40 ff. 

** To be sure, there are relatively few of them, because folios that included lyrics 
were mostly replaced by new folios written by Triclinius. (here are in the original 
folios few Triclinian scholia written in the earlier stage with round breathings, e.g., 
a scholium on Hecuba 996 (fol. 36%), marked ġuérepov though beginning with an 
initial capital (which is peculiar, because normally Triclinius would mark his own 
scholium with a cross prefix, begin it with a small initial, and add f94érepo» in the 
margin). The truth is that this Triclinian scholium on Hec. 996 is a transformation 
of & Thoman scholium by Triclinius. It is obvious that he did it in the first stage 
of his work when he was adding Thoman scholia. The Thoman scholium on Hec. 996 
in the first Thoman edition was worded in the following way (Z fol. 25%): Td yv» — 
Aoyomowí (p. 463.18-21 Dind.). »óe. 8é — kare(xero (p. 463.31-33). 4 drvrl rov pnde 
Epa kal émcOvpe: ToU mpá'yuaros kal TGy xpuuárwyr ToU mÀmcíov gov fjyovr Troù goù d$íAov 
IIoAvóopov, ô kal kpeirrov. The last portion was dropped in the second Thoman edi- 
tion (to judge from Zb fol. 26r). Triclinius took the Thoman version of the second 
edition p. 463.18-21 + 463.31—33, but inserted between the two statements an elabora- 
tion of the quantity of viv, vuv (p. 463.21-25) : tod: 66 — Bpaxú ieri. 

47 The symbol Tt marks the hand of Triclinius in Triclinius’ own folios in the 
Angelicus T, the exponent t distinguishing Triclinius’ handwriting from that of the 
original scribe Tz. Sometimes, even in the original sections of T, if we can notice a 
change from Ts effected by Triclinius, we record both readings, by T= and by Tt. 
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Folios written by Triclinius in black ink, in thicker script: fol. 5-7, 13- 
18, 21, 46"—47" (only the argument to Orestes), 71, 104—105, 127. Rounded 
breathings are used for the poetic text as well as the Thoman Vita, Thoman 
arguments, Thoman scholia and glosses, but angular breathings appear in 
Moschopulean scholia and glosses. 

Folios written by Triclinius in brownish ink (in many cases the ink being 
pale, on paper that looks stained), in sharper or thinner script, with angular 
breathings throughout: fol. 1-3, 8-12, 19—20, 25-26, 33—34, 37-41, 52—54, 
57-59, 72-73, 77-79, 86-100, 109-120, 128-131, 134-136, 141-144, 149- 
154, 158-162, 166—167. 

The black ink group comprises sections of dialogue lines, and it is obvious 
that it was written by Triclinius with Thoman scholia and glosses at an 
earlier stage when he was using rounded breathings. 'Then the Moscho- 
pulean scholia and glosses were added by him at some later time, as is 
shown by their angular breathings. 

Folio 4 shows a peculiar character. It is written by Triclinius in black 
ink, but with angular breathings. It contains the Moschopulean Vita of 
Euripides. 'This situation is consistent with our observation that Moscho- 
pulean elements were added by Triclinius later, at a time he was using 
angular breathings. It must be a separate insert in black ink on a separate 
occasion. It is interesting to note that the Thoman Vita on fol. 5'-6r being 
a Thoman element fits the character of the section fol. 5—7 written in black 
ink with rounded breathings at an earlier stage. 

There are in T a few cases on the border line of sections. In this respect, 
the folios 46*—47Y are very interesting. The Thoman argument to Orestes 
added by Triclinius in black ink at the end of the original folio 46" and on 
an inserted folio 477-* has rounded breathings. But at the bottom of fol. 47 
Triclinius added, obviously at a later time, a few Moschopulean scholia 
(on the beginning of Orestes) written with angular breathings. Folios 104— 
105 in black ink contain, after the end of Orestes, the Thoman argument 
to Phoenissae, with rounded breathings ; this is quite natural since Thoman 
elements were included by Triclinius in the earlier stage. 

The brown ink folios by Triclinius have angular breathings throughout 
in all their components, i.e., in the poetic text, Thoman scholia and glosses, 
Moschopulean scholia and glosses, and Triclinian scholia. Evidently, those 
folios were later replacements by 'Triclinius. These folios contain lyrical 
sections (with few dialogue folios contiguous to lyrical sections, like, e.g., 
fol. 100, 120, 131). It seems to me that they represent the final stage of 
Triclinius work on the triad of Euripides after he reworked and replaced 
folios containing lyrical sections — that was his greatest interest. 

This is a noteworthy fact: the 'Erırou) rav & uérpoy and the other metri- 
cal prolegomena of Triclinius on fol. 1-3 are in brown ink, with angular 
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breathings. Obviously, this was & later addition at the beginning of the 
volume in its final shape. 

To conclude our observations, I want to recapitulate our analysis and to 
say how we can visualize Triclinius’ working technique. Triclinius took a 
copy'of the second Thoman edition of the Euripidean triad, a copy far 
from perfect, because it contained very few Thoman scholia. At first, he 
revised the poetic text, added Thoman scholia and glosses, the Thoman Vita, 
the Thoman arguments, and occasionally some of his own scholia. Thoman 
scholia added by Triclinius were written mostly in the margin, with the 
initial capital projected to the left as was the case in the Triclinian Aeschy- 
lus (Naples II.F.31).** Thoman glosses and shorter Thoman scholia 
written as interlinear scholia were written without any distinctive prefix. , 
It seems that after Triclinius did his text revision in the lyrics on that 
copy (perhaps in the same way, but more elaborately, as he did in the 15 
plays of Euripides in the Laur. 32, 2), he rewrote & fair copy of folios 
containing lyries and also of some folios with dialogue sections, supplied 
them with Thoman scholia and glosses and his own scholia (using black 
ink), and replaced the original folios in question with his own folios. That 
was done in his earlier stage, when he used rounded breathings. At some 
time hereafter, when he already adopted the habit of angular breathings, 
he added everywhere Moschopulean scholia and glosses and marked them 
with a cross prefix in each case. He likewise inserted (before the Thoman 
Vita) the Moschopulean Vita and the Moschopulean scholium «epi rov 
eiboAov. Subsequently, his continued work on the text, especially in the 
lyries, prompted him to apply some more elaboration to his recension of 
the Euripidean triad. He obviously wanted to make the volume a perfect 
and final copy. At that stage of brown ink and angular breathings and a 
sharper script, Triclinius added, at the very beginning of the volume, his 
usual metrical prolegomena. And he rewrote entirely in his own hand- 
writing almost all of the folios containing the lyrics, in a final strophic and 
colometrie arrangement, with all the prosodic and metrical signs and all 
the concomitant scholia and glosses, i.e., Moschopulean and Thoman scholia 
and glosses, and his own scholia, mainly his abundant metrical scholia. All 


** Cf. Herbert Weir Smyth, “The Commentary on Aeschylus’ Prometheus in the 
Codex Neapolitanus," Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 32 (1921) p. 93; 
Turyn, Aeschylus p. 106. The projection of the initial capital in the scholia seems 
to have been & habit of Thomas himself, to judge from the Thoman ms. of Euripides 
Z continued by the Thoman Aeschylus ms. Cambridge Nn.3.17 A (cf. below, p. 41), 
or the Thoman ms. of Sophocles and Pindar, Vatic. 1333 (cf. Turyn, Sophocles 
Recension of Moschopulus pp. 103f.), or the Thoman ms. of Aristophanes, Cam- 
bridge Nn.3.15.1 fol. 50-114 (cf. below, p. 45 note 77). In these mss., that habit is 
prevalent, though it is not necessarily followed in each case (sometimes scholia begin 
in them with & small letter). 
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these elements were distinguished in his well-known usual way. He also 
rewrote, in a like manner, some iambic and trochaic folios, mostly adjacent 
to lyrical folios. Then he substituted these neat folios for earlier ones by 
pasting them into the volume. In that final stage of his work on the lyrics, 
Triclinius followed, in his metrical analyses, the concept of monopodic 
measurement of dactyls. Since the earlier folios of the lyrics were removed 
and disappeared, there i8 no possibility of knowing positively what principle 
was followed by Triclinius in the earlier stages of his Euripidean edition, 
although there are some indications that he may have conformed to the 
monopodic concept from the very beginning of his work in Euripides (cf. 
below, note 49; pp. 202—205). 


This would be a tentative chronology of Triclinius’ work in T. The 
original volume seems to be written ca. 1300-1310 A.D., most probably in 
Thessalonica. Triclinius began his revision some time in the period ca. 
1310—1315, because the next stage of his work, the black ink folios, in their 
script resemble the earliest part of the Venice 464 subscribed 1316 a.D. They 
must be, however, somewhat earlier, for their script is less fine than the 
script of that part of the Venice 464. I date the black ink folios of T 
approximately ca. 1315. The “angular breathings ” additions from Mos- 
chopulus are to be considered later than ca. 1319. The brown ink folios 
with angular breathings and a sharper script must be later, perhaps they 
are to be dated ca. 1325. 


This is the situation we face now in the Angelicus 14 — and this is an 
important contribution to our knowledge of Triclinius’ working technique 
and, so far as our above inferences are correct, this is also a corroborative 
proof of the theory of two, or more, editions of Triclinius.*? We can with 


** I believe in several Triclinian editions of Aristophanes represented first by the 
Paris grec 2821, in its text and metrical scholia, then by the Paris Supplément 
grec 463 embodying the next Triclinian edition of the Aristophanean triad (see 
below), and by the Vatic. graec. 1294 carrying the final Triclinian edition of 4 plays 
of Aristophanes. On this problem, cf.: Konrad Zacher, “ Die Handschriften und 
Classen der Aristophanesscholien," Jahrbücher für classische Philologie Supplement- 
band 16 (Leipzig, 1888) pp. 627 ff., especially pp. 644 f.; Karl Holzinger, “ Kritische 
Bemerkungen zu den spitbyzantinischen Aristophanesscholien,” Charisteria Alois 

zach zum achtzigsten Geburtstag dargebracht (Reichenberg, 1930) pp. 58 ff.; Karl 
Holzinger, Vorstudien zur Beurteilung der Erklürertátigkeit des Demetrios Tri- 
klinios zu den Komödien des Aristophanes (Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien. 
Philos.-histor. Kl. Sitzungsberichte, 217. Band, 4. Abhandlung. Wien-Leipzig, 1939) 
pp. 32 ff.; R. Cantarella, Aristofane, Le Commedie. Edizione critica e traduzione. 
II «Milano, 1953» p. 70 note 100. The basic feature that distinguishes the Triclinian 
editions of Aristophanes in the field of metrical analysis is the earlier dipodic 
measurement of dactyls in the metrical scholia of the Paris 2821 and their later 
monopodic measurement in the Paris Supplément grec 463 and in the Vatic. 1294. 
This difference was implied (with regard to the Paris 2821 and the Vatic. 1294) 
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good reason postulate the existence in the past of several Triclinian stages 
of the Euripidean triad, although some components of the former stages 
probably disappeared in the wastebasket of Triclinius and were not copied 
at all by other copyists; if they ever were, no copies of it have survived, 
so far as we know. 


already by Zacher and then demonstrated in a very detailed way by Holzinger. 
I also still believe in two Triclinian editions of Aeschylus (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 
pp. 112 ff.), in spite of the objections of Eduard Fraenkel (cf. Fraenkel, Aeschylus 
Agamemnon I pp. 11 ff.). 

To the problem of the several Triclinian editions of Aristophanes we can now 
expect a substantial contribution from W. J. W. Koster who has recently announced 
(Mnemosyne ser. IV, vol. 8 [1955] p. 24) his identification of an earlier Triclinian 
edition of Aristophanes in the ms. Paris, Supplément grec 463 (described by him in 
Revue des études grecques 66 [1953] pp. 8-13). Koster considers this ms. to be an 
autograph of Demetrius Triclinius representing & working copy of the Triclinian 
edition of the Aristophanean triad. However, he erred in taking the Paris Supplément 
grec 463 to be entirely written by Triclinius. It is a ms. written originally by another 
scribe, who is the same man that wrote the original text of the Euripidean ms. 
Angelicus 14 (symbolized by me Tz: cf. above, pp. 24 ff.; see below, plates IV 
and V). But it is true that in the Paris Supplément grec 463 Demetrius Triclinius 
revised and corrected the text and added in his own handwriting scholia, both 
Thoman and his own scholia, mostly metrical ones, and glosses. In this way, the 
Paris Supplément grec 463 represents an authenticated Triclinian copy, which is 
not identical (in text or metrical comments, though these are substantially similar) 
with the Vatic. 1294 and carries metrical comments different from those of the Paris 
282] and based, as they appear, on monopodic measurement of dactyls. However, 
the metrical analyses of dactylic cola in the Paris Suppl. gr. 463 show (e.g., on 
Nubes 275 ff.) that indications of numbers of dactyls were sometimes deleted and 
changed or corrected, and this proves that Triclinius at the time of his working on 
that ms. was in a period of transition, in & period of changing his view on the 
measurement of dactyls. I should like then to think that we have in the Paris 2821 
the earliest stage of Triclinius' Aristophanean text edition, along with his earliest 
metrical scholia. Then, in the Paris Supplément grec 463 we hold the next stage 
of Triclinius’ work on the Aristophanean triad in the form of a text edition sup- 
plied with Thoman scholia and Triclinian metrical scholia elaborated already on 
the basis of monopodie measurement of dactyls that prevailed in the course of his 
work over his earlier dipodie trend. Finally, in the Vatic. 1294 there appears the 
terminal definitive Triclinian edition extended to 4 plays of Aristophanes. — Koster 
(Mnemosyne ser. IV, vol. 8 [1955] pp. 19 f.) believes that the Paris Supplément 
grec 463 carries the earlier Triclinian commentary, and he doubts the Triclinian 
origin of the scholia on Aristophanes in the Paris grec 2821, which Zacher and 
Holzinger assumed to represent the earlier edition of Triclinius. Indeed, it seems 
that the Paris 2821 does represent the first Triclinian text accompanied by con- 
cordant metrical scholia of the earliest character, with the addition of Thoman 
scholia and some peculiar scholia from other sources, which require & careful and 
systematic analysis and identification. 

If the Triclinian character of some eregetic scholia on Aristophanes in the Paris 
2821 can be questioned, the metrical comments of the Paris 2821 should certainly 
be attributed to an early stage of Triclinius' work, as was shown by Zacher and 
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The above analysis also shows that the Angelicus 14 is a final copy of 
Triclinius composed of parts that came into being at different times. We 
could state that the whole volume represents several stages of Triclinius’ 
work performed over a longer time. At any rate, the final form as it stands 
before our eyes was achieved after 1319 a.p. It would be idle to speculate 
about the place of the Angelicus 14 in the chronological succession of Tri- 
clinius’ editions of classical texts. Since he was constantly working on the 
Euripidean triad and perfecting his edition by rewriting so many folios 
(the number of his later folios is overwhelmingly higher than that of his 
earlier folios), it may be that the final revision of the volume was made 
by Triclinius at a considerably later date. 


Holzinger. The metrical scholia on Euripides in the mss. Parma 154 and Modena 
a.U.9.22 (cf. below, pp. 149 f., 202 ff.) seem to be written in the same early Tri- 
clinian character as the metrical scholia on Aristophanes in the Paris 2821. And 
I should like to mention that the metrical scholia on Aristophanes in the same ms. 
Modena a.U.9.22 (foll. 99r ff.) should be examined for the possibility that they repre- 
sent early Triclinian metrical scholia. It may be of interest to note that the Modena 
a.U.9.22 (foll. 19v ff.) has some exegetic scholia on Aristophanes that coincide with 
some peculiar scholia of the Paris 2821 and of the editio Iuntina (cf. Konrad Zacher, 
in: Bursian, Jahresbericht über die Fortschritte der classischen Alterthumswissen- 
schaft 71. Band [1892. I.] p. 112). 

As to Sophocles, we are now faced only with copies of Triclinius' final definitive 
edition — actually, there is one complete copy of it with complete commentary in 
existence, the Venice 470, which I brought to light (cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension 
of Moschopulus pp. 107 ff.; below, pp. 158, 374; on the strict consistency of the 
Triclinian evidence in Sophocles, cf. Studies in Sophocles pp. 72 f.). The speculations 
of Robert Aubreton, Démétrius Triclinius et lea recensions médiévales de Sophocle 
(Collection d'Études anciennes. Paris, 1949) pp. 236-238, on two or more Triclinian 
editions of Sophocles are, considering our holdings in Sophocles mss., materially 
unproved, because if there was conceivably any first edition of Sophocles by Tri- 
clinius there is not any copy or trace of it in existence, and the indications which 
Aubreton tried to adduce are only a result of his deficient analysis of several 
Byzantine manuscripts of Sophocles. 

A similar question arises with regard to Pindar. Jean Irigoin, Histoire du texte 
de Pindare (Études et Commentaires, XIII. Paris, 1952) pp. 332 ff., recently postu- 
lated two editions of the Triclinian recension of Pindar: the first one, containing 
Olympia, Pythia, Nemea, Isthmia, with a Thomano-Triclinian commentary, repre- 
sented by the ms. Laur. Conventi Soppressi 94, and the second one, comprising 
Olympia only, with Moschopulean scholia on the Olympia included into the Moscho- 
puleo-Thomano-Triclinian commentary on Olympia. I wish to stress that the ms. 
Conv. Soppr. 94 (which was not written by Triclinius — and was not even revised 
by him, contrary to what Irigoin pp. 339, 341 says) represented (when it was 
complete) not a full copy of the Triclinian recension of Pindar, but a selective 
copy which avoided transcribing Moschopulean scholia from the Triclinian master 
copy — in the same way as the Paris 2711 is a selective transcript of the Sophoclean 
edition of Triclinius in that it tended to omit the Moschopulean scholia. The signifi- 
cant readings which Irigoin p. 343 adduces for the second Triclinian recension of 
Pindar are mostly trivialities; the only important error which he quotes as a 
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It seems, however, that we can establish with some certainty that Tri- 
clinius’ Aeschylean edition was the last one in the series of his tragic edi- 
tions.*° Triclinius, in his metrical scholium on Aesch. Sept. 92 (ms. Naples 
II.F.31 fol. 47*: cf. Dindorf, Philologus 21 [1864], pp. 196/197), in the 
words epyrat juiv kai dAAaxov xrA. refers to his own scholium on Eurip. 
Orest. 190 (Tt fol. 538%: Dindorf, Schol. Eurip. II p. 12.12). Then, in 


feature of that second recension (Pind. Olymp. XIV 20 [28] vu» om.) is an accidental 
feature of a small group of Triclinian mss., but is not shared by other Triclinian 
mss. of the postulated second Triclinian recension (»5» habent «’ Madrid 4587, 
6€" London Harley 5733), which Irigoin did not quote in this connection. Moreover, 
the metrical scholia of the supposed second Triclinian recension of Pindar in reference 
to the line Pind. Olymp. XIV 20 (28) are identical with those of the supposed first 
recension as represented by a’ Conv. Soppr. 94 and are not in any way affected by 
that omission of vv» which Irigoin considered to be a feature of the second Triclinian 
recension (the metrical scholium in question in Eugenius Abel, Scholia recentia in 
Pindari epinicia I [Budapestini-Berolini, 1891] p. 422.10-12 Td :/'—evivyías is 
identical in the Triclinian mss. of Pindar a’ Conv. Soppr. 94 fol. 17, »' Vienna phil. 
219 fol. 997, »' Göttingen phil. 28 fol. 78"). A decisive refutation of Irigoin's theory 
is supplied by the ms. Mount Athos, Lavra K 52 (cf. Spyridon and Sophronios 
Eustratiades, “ Catalogue of the Greek Manuscripts in the Library of the Laura 
on Mount Athos," Harvard Theological Studies 12 [1925] pp. 224 f.; Irigoin pp. 333, 
363). This ms. contains Pindar, Olympia and Pythia, in the Triclinian recension, 
with Moschopuleo-Thomano-Triclinian scholia on Olympia, and Thomano-Triclinian 
scholia on Pythia I-III. The Lavra ms., according to Irigoin, belongs in the Olympia 
to the second — and in the Pythia, to the first Triclinian recension. Now, in the 
Olympia, the Lavra ms. does not omit Olymp. XIV 20 [28] »uy, and agrees (except 
that it includes the Moschopulean scholia which are missing in the Conv. Soppr. 94) 
most closely with the Conv. Soppr. 94 — to such a degree that both mss, must be 
considered gemelli. They likewise agree in the Pythia (except that the scholia in 
the Lavra ms. do not extend beyond Pyth. IIT). Both mss., Conv. Soppr. 94 and 
Lavra K 52, must derive directly from the same authentic definitive copy of the 
Triclinian edition of Pindar, which, in the Olympia, obviously included also the 
Moschopulean scholia transcribed by the Lavra ms, The Lavra ms. proves that there 
were not any differences, in the scholia contenta or in the text, between the alleged 
first and second Triclinian recensions. There was just one definitive Triclinian edi- 
tion of Pindar in existence as source of the later copies. It is manifest that the 
Conv. Soppr. 94, in making a selective transcript of the commentary from that 
Triclinian master copy, simply omitted the Moschopulean scholia. 

The confused idea of the Triclinian Sophocles ms, Paris 2711 (T) being a typical 
Triclinian ms. as stated by Aubreton p. 236 is a regrettable result of Aubreton's 
ignoring in his study of the Triclinian recension of Sophocles the only complete 
representative of that recension, the ms. Venice 470 (Ta). And, of course, the Pindar 
ms. Conv. Soppr. 94 cannot be considered “exemplaire-type " of the Triclinian edi- 
tion of Pindar, as was said by Irigoin p. 339. 

59 Cf, Fridericus Kuhn, Symbolae ad doctrinae repi &ixpévwy historiam pertinentes 
(Breslauer philologische Abhandlungen VI, 6. Vratislaviae, 1892) pp. 106, 109; 
Holzinger, Kritische Bemerkungen zu den spdtbyzantinischen Aristophanesscholien 
pp. 74ff.; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare pp. 359 ff. 
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his scholium on Aesch. Pers. 795 (Naples II.F.31 fol. 107: cf. Lydia Massa 
Positano, Demetrii Triclinii in Aeschyli Persas scholia [Collana di studi 
greci diretta da Vittorio De Falco, 13. Napoli, (1948»], p. 62.23), in his 
words éy dAAous 9€ jv cadéarepov repi rovzov epytra, Triclinius refers to his 
scholium on Eurip. Orest. 523 (Tt fol. 64r: cf. Dindorf, Schol. Eurip. II 
p. 155.19-24) as well as to his scholium on Soph. Aiaz 75 (ms. Venice 470 
fol. 1217-121v: cf. Dindorf, Schol. Soph. p. 331.12 ff.). This evidence means 
that Triclinius’ Aeschylus edition was posterior to his Euripides edition 
and to his Sophocles edition. 'This result agrees with our basic knowledge 
that the Euripidean edition of Triclinius was begun before 1319, at the 
stage of rounded breathings, while the Triclinian Aeschylus (Naples II.F.31) 
belongs to the period of angular breathings later than 1319. As to the 
chronological place of the Triclinian Sophocles, the autograph of which we 
do not have,*! we can only surmise that it was later than the Euripides 
edition since the Sophoclean heptad edition was a larger undertaking than 
the Euripidean triad and, therefore, should be attributed to à more mature 
period of Triclinius. Accordinglv, the sequence of Triclinius' tragic edi- 
tions probably was this: Euripides — Sophocles — Aeschylus. 


To conclude our remarks about the succession of Triclinius’ dramatic 
recensions, I should like to mention that the Triclinian Aristophanes in 
its final edition was posterior to his Sophocles, as is shown by the following 
proof.5? Triclinius in his scholium on Aristoph. Plut. 286 in his final 
edition (Vatic. gr. 1294 fol. 117: 5 cf. Dübner, Schol. Aristoph. p. 3409.23; 
Koster p. 12 — this scholium is missing in the former Triclinian Aris- 
tophanes, Paris Supplément grec 463 fol. 11"), in his words év eo$oxAe 
elpyrai, mepi ToU uiv Ore kai pax) ste krÀ. refers to a Planudean scholium 
on Soph. Atar 733 which Triclinius included in his Sophoclean commentary 
(Venice 470 fol. 121r: Dindorf, Schol. Soph. p. 347.6).°* But it is con- 
ceivable that some very first Triclinian edition of Euripides was later than 
the first Aristophanes edition of Triclinius, because it seems that in that 
earliest Triclinian Euripides the monopodic measurement of dactyls was 


51 Cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 70. 

52 Cf. W. I. W. Koster, Scholia in Aristophanis Plutum et Nubes (Lugduni Bata- 
vorum, 1927) p. 12; Holzinger, op. cit. p. 75. 

53 Cf. Zacher, Die Handschriften und Classen der Aristophanesscholien pp. 603 ff.; 
Charles Holzinger, “Sur la date de quelques manuscrits d'Aristophane," Mélanges 
offerts à M. Emile Chatelain (Paris, 1910) pp. 217 f.; Holzinger, Kritische Be- 
merkungen zu den spütbyzantinischen Aristophanesscholien pp. 58ff. Cf. above, 
p. 32 note 49. 

5* It is marked in the Venice 470 with a note vaXa(. Actually, this Sophoclean 
scholium stems from Planudes, for in the Planudean ms. Naples II.F.9 fol. 155r 
it is marked rov aíórov in reference to a mark pag (i.e., Ma£&üiov rov MAavovdy) on the 
top of that scholia column. 
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already practiced, while the earliest Triclinian edition of Aristophanes was 
still based on dipodic measurement of dactyls (cf. below, pp. 202 ff.). Con- 
sequently, it seems that in the field of dramatic editions Triclinius began, 
first of all, working on Aristophanes. 

In the above remarks, I have used as constructive data only explicit 
references by Triclinius to his previous treatment of a matter. Simple 
references to a passage from a text — even if that text happened to belong 
to those edited by Triclinius — cannot be considered a clue to the succession 
of his editions. E.g., Triclinius in a metrical scholium on Eur. Phoen. 202— 
260 (Tt fol. 114v-115'7: cf. Dindorf, Schol. Eur. III p. 19.9—14) refers to 
Soph. Aiaz 134, and to Aesch. Sept. 78, and to Aesch. Agam. 40. He 
quotes Aeschylus in Euripides, though Aeschylus was the latest of his tragic 
editions. Obviously, this metrical scholium was based on his extensive notes. 
It is paralleled by his metrical scholium on Aesch. Sept. 78 (Naples II.F.31 
fol. 46": cf. Dindorf, Philologus 21 [1864] p. 194.7) in which he refers to 
Aesch. Agam. 40, Soph. Aiax 134, Eur. Phoen. 202; cf. also Triclinius’ 
scholium on Aesch. Pers. 1 (Naples II.F.31 fol. 827: p. 30.13 Positano) 
referring to Soph. Ataz 134 and to Eur. Phoen. 202. It would then be 
unwarranted to base any assumption of chronological succession just on 
quotations of texts. Moreover, we realize that — to judge from the Angeli- 
cus 14 — a Triclinian edition was growing and changing over a certain 
period of time. This was probably the case in many of his other editions.** 
And this consideration should rather caution us against attempting to estab- 
lish rigidly a definite succession of Triclinian editions. His editions con- 
ceivably were in the making over a period of years in a fluid state of 
formation until they attained their final nature. 

This is also a good opportunity to warn the reader that sometimes Thoman 
scholia contain cross references to Thomas’ own previous scholia on other 
writers. If such Thoman scholia appear in Triclinian commentaries they 
still are to be considered as evidence about the succession of Thoman edi- 
tions, not of the Triclinian ones. 

We proceed with the description of the codex T (Angelicus 14). The 
indication of its contents at this moment has to remain necessarily some- 
what provisional, for only after making some fundamental analysis and 
identification of its elements shall we be methodically correct in applying 
some more precision to the description of the codex. 'These are its contents: 


Fol. 1° Erro) rov & nérpov, èr roù €yxeipiltov :)bawrriovos. 
Fol. 2" + $uérepov 8nusrpiov rov rpuxdwiov (inc. 'Ilaréoy ort ravra rà pérpa — 
des. ovpBaive rà abn). 


*5 We have tangible proofs of two Triclinian editions at least for Aeschylus and 
perhaps even of three Triclinian editions for Aristophanes: cf. above, p. 32 note 49. 
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Fol. 3° Tov abrov repi onpeiwy ris owns cvAAafhis, Trav évrós xupévæv THs 
BiBrov (tnc. "Ewedrwep of sáXax — des. oddity R r&v éyxapéevwy icacww). 

The above three items, written in the hand of Triclinius, are the well- 
known preliminary metrical matter of Triclinian editions of poetic texts.** 

Fol. 4° + Tov codwrdrov xai Xoywr (4) r(ov) x(vpo)v pavovijA rov pooyorovAov, 
cvvoyis ToU Biov roU Torjrov. ai R roy Opauárev vroÜéaes ciáÜnoav. ai pepopevat 
yap "cav áxapasouyres èv rois wadaois BiBrAious (inc. Evpuridys prnodpyxov 3) 
pynoapxidov Kai kAevroUs. of pevyovres eis Bowriay perokwgay — reAevra Se èr 
Ts évvernxootys Tpírys éAvpmados). The cross prefix in the headline was 
added by a later hand. Cf. Dindorf I pp. 13-15. This is then, according 
to Triclinius, the Vita Moschopulea, which appears to be based on Suda 
(E 3695: vol. II pp. 468.11-469.5 Adler s.v. Evtperi&s) with some slight 
modifications (cf. below, p. 102).*' The respectful reference of Triclinius 
to Moschopulus as godwraros xai Aoywrraros is something striking, for usually 
(but not exclusively) it is reserved by Triclinius for Thomas Magistros.*® 


se Cf. H. W. Smyth, Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 32 (1921) p. 1 note 2; 
Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 105 f.; Studies in Sophocles pp. 71, 74; Aubreton, Démétrius 
Triclinius pp. 30-36. — Aubreton p. 32 note 3 erroneously implies that Triclinian 
preliminary metrical matter is found in the early medieval mss. of Aristophanes, 
Venice 474 and Ravenna 429 (—137, 4 A), or in the later copy Venice 475 (which 
is basically an apograph of Venice 474, with some changes in the preliminary 
matter). His error was censured by W. J. W. Koster, Revue des études grecques 
66 (1953) p. 33. 

5 The authorship of Moschopulus for this Vita is also confirmed otherwise (cf. 
below, p. 42). Dindorf I p. 13, note on line 15, while stating that this Vita ia 
attributed to Moschopulus in Aldus in the headline (cf. ed. Ald. vol. I fol. A mv 
MarovgA rov Mocxomrovdou cuvoyis Tov fiov Tov woinrov), seemed to have some doubts 
about it: “Haec inscriptio est in Ald., fortasse editoris arbitrio." These doubts of 
Dindorf were unwarranted. It appears that the Aldus editor, Musurus (cf. Kirch- 
hoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. x1), was in a position to see the full headline of the 
Moschopulean Vita at least in the present Vatic. 2241, which Musurus certainly 
had in his hands (cf. below, pp. 201f.). It seems that other Triclinian mss. of 
Euripides, so far as we know of them, derive from the Vatic. Urbinas 142 (Ta: cf. 
below, p. 195) which dropped the name of Moschopulus from that headline. Also the 
headline of the comment wept rov eióoAov (see above), which in the Angelicus is rov 
ebroù wept ToU eldwdov, and in the Vatie. 2241 is likewise rov avrov wepi rov eldwdou, 
was printed in the Aldine (vol. I fol. A III") rov avrov wept eiboXov. In the Urbinas 
142 (Ta), the headline is only vepl rov eibóXov. However, in the ms. Dresden Da. 22 
(ef. below, p. 124; G. Dindorf, Scholia in Sophoclis tragoedias septem vol. II [Oxonii, 
1852] p. 408) this text was headlined rov co$ówrárov xal ANoywrdrov kvpov Marov?)À 
ToU Mooxorotdov wepi ToU el3wdov: the scribe (or his source) possibly knew the 
Angelicus or the Vatic. 2241, to be able to make up such a headline. 

5! Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 331 note 2, in commenting on the usual 
Triclinian references to Thomas, overlooked the above reference to Moschopulus 
(published by Dindorf I p. xvim note 1). Moreover, in the Triclinian ms. of Hesiod, 
Venice 464 (cf. above, p. 26 note 43), in the earliest section subscribed in 1316, 
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The meaning of the headline made by Triclinius is clear — this is what 
it means: “ Life of Euripides by Manuel Moschopulus; but the < Moscho- 
pulean » arguments to the plays have been <in this manuscript > left out, 
for those < = the Moschopulean arguments y in circulation were to be found 
in an unaltered form in the *old? manuscripts." 'This means that while 
Triclinius included the Thoman arguments, he did not see any reason to 
do the same for the Moschopulean arguments that were just old arguments 
slightly modified by Moschopulus. 

Fol. 4Y rov avrov wepi roù eióóAov (inc. "Erebi wep rov eibuAov — des. éred- 
picOn exacpa). Cf. Dindorf I pp. 204-205. The first five characters of the 
headline are now covered by a piece of paper pasted on, but can be seen 
through that paper. 

Fol. 5° + Tov codwrdrov xai Aoywr(d)r(ov) k(vpo)U Owya rov paylorpov, 
aivoyis ToU re [ov ToU woinrov kai THs ToU Opdáparos vmroÜéceos (inc. Evpiridy 
TO TonTH yévos piv, áÜqvaiot — des. roAAov twos dgiov) = Dindorf I pp. 11-18. 
This is then the Thoman Vita. The cross prefix in the headline was added 
by a later hand. 

Fol. 5"—67 ‘H imóeot roù Spdparos, ojrws exer (inc. Mera rpoías üÀoaw, 
dpayres oi EAAnves — des. avpyyndov axovca kai dyapéepvova). This is the Thoman 
argument to Hecuba. Cf. Dindorf I pp. 201-202. It is followed by this 
index personarum: 'H pév oxnvy Tov Spaparos, brókewat èv rj ávrurépay Tis 
Tpoias xeppovyow. €ori 8€ rà rovrov mpóowma, eibuoAovy moAvÓopov: éxdBy* xopós 
éx tpwadwy aixpadwridwv: ToÀvfévg: óÓvocevs* raAO/fos* Oepdrawa  éxáflgs* 
ayapéuvwv’ ToAÀvuxoTop : — 

On fol. 6", a later hand of the 15t cent. made this remark: rà oyoAua 
el èv éore karapyàs c(rav)p(o)s, ciol rov pooxorovAov. rà § dÀAa (?) mov 
copwrárov payiorpov: dAXa & dy eipys kai Snuytpiov ToU rpucuviov. This is a 
correct statement by a later reader, though it does not indicate precisely 
the outward marks of these three separate scholia sets. 

Fol. 6"—46" Hecuba with scholia. The scholia have a headline written by 
Triclinius at the top of fol. 6", but it is partly cut off in binding so that 


there is on fol. 46” the following headline: Tov co$wrárov xal Aoywrdrou kvpoU 
Hayou”nr Tov posxoroúňov. dreyiov (this word is written, most probably likewise by 
Triclinius, in different ink over an erasure) ToU xpjrns, éfjynois TO» Epywr kal 
juepóo» hoddov. On references to his uncle, Nicephorus Moschopulus, metropolitan 
of Crete, in the naming of Manuel Moschopulus, cf. Maximilianus Treu, Mazimi 
monachi Planudis epistulae V (Progr. Breslau, 1890) pp. 209 ff. Then, in the same 
Venice 464 fol. 185r (in a later section subscribed in 1319), there is this headline: 
Els Tù» Tov howddov Oeoyoviay d\Anyopiat rov co$wrTárov xal Noywrdrov kvpov lwáprov 
$iakóvov ToU yaAdnvov (cf. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? 
pp. 557 f.). At any rate, it is clear that Triclinius used the epithets cogwraros xal 
hoywraros for both Moschopulus and Thomas, not for Thomas only, and besides 
applied them also to other scholars. 
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the reading of a part of the headline is tentative, although by comparison 
with analogous headlines in Triclinius ** it can be presumed almost certain: 
roi abr (o0) copwr[ (árov) ] payiorp[ (ov) ] «[ (at) ] noexo[ (vosAov) ] exéxi[a] : 
čvða é dort karopx[às c (rav)p(o)s ein rov n ]ooxor[o/Aov. This is a state- 
ment which is a key to the identification of scholia authorship in the 
manuscript, and we shall come back to this scholium in the further analysis 
of the problem. The metrical scholium on Hec. 1 (I p. 206.2-5 Dind.) is 
written with a cross prefix and has a headline juérepov Syunrpiov. 

Fol. 46"—47* Toi air(ov) coder(d)r(ov) paylorpov avoyis THs vroÜéceos 
TOU mpoxepévov Spduaros (inc. "Ore xara r&v rpowy 1) éÀAàs wpunoe — des. 5j 82 
xwpwdia yédAwor kai evppoovvas évidavra:). This is the Thoman argument to 
Orestes (II pp. 7-9 Dindorf). It is followed by the index personarum: 
‘H uv oxnvy roù Üpáparos KTÀ. 

Fol. 487-1047 Orestes, with scholia headlined [Tov abrov co$wrárov p ]ayc- 
OTpov Kai uocxom (ov) Aov axoda: — Scholia begin already on fol. 47¥. 

Fol. 104v—105v Tov atrov co$or(d)r(ov) payíorpov ovvoyts mepuexruc) THs 
ax’ dpyys dxpi (p-, Scil. néxpu, incipiebat Triclinius) réAow roð Ópáparos 
icropía (inc. ‘Aprayeions etpumns tro còs yevouévov ravpov — des. péxpis dy 
ý paxn Awon). This is the Thoman argument to Phoenissae (III pp. 5-10 
Dind.). It is followed by the index personarum 'H pév oxyvy rov Opáparos 
vrokevrac éy OnBats — érepos dyyeAos: oidizrovs. 

Fol. 1067-168" Phoenissae, with scholia headlined Tov air(ov) co$or(á)- 
T(ov) payiorpov kai pooxorovAov, oxóXa. The last folio 168 is a later re- 
placement; it contains fol. 168° Phoentssae 1761-1766 (with a Triclinian 
metrical scholium on Phoen. 1764),9 by a hand of the 15t® century." 

As I said before, the poetic text of T on some folios is written by the 
original scribe of the codex, and on other folios by Demetrius Triclinius. 
But scholia and glosses are written almost everywhere by Triclinius (with 
the exception of some scholia written by the original scribe on fol. 1061- 
108v, 1217-1237, 1257-126v). 

We can distinguish in the scholia three groups: 


1. scholia written with a cross prefix and beginning with a small initial ; 


2. Scholia beginning with a capital initial that is projected to the left 
of the column in which the scholium is written; 


s» Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 108, 113 f. 

to Cf. Wagenvoort, Mnemosyne N.S. 41 (1913) p. 332 (under Phoen. 1758 sqq.). 

*! This replacement in T may have been copied from a worn out original leaf of T 
which was then discarded. This is more probable than an assumption that it was 
copied from Ta (Urbinas 142), because the Triclinian metrical scholium on Phoen. 
1764 carries in the replaced page in T an authorship mark huérepa (more in accord- 
ance with the habit of T), while in Ta that scholium has a modified prefix rpcxd--. 
On the Urbinas 142, cf. below, p. 195. 
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3. scholia written with a cross prefix and small initial but supplied with 
an additional indication juérepov or even, as in the only case indicated above, 
Juérepov Snunrpiov. These are mostly metrical scholia, but there are also 
some exegetic scholia or scholia dealing with textual criticism. These scholia 
are Triclinian scholia, as implied by the additional indication of authorship 
referring to the scribe of those scholia, i.e., Triclinius. 

Glosses are written either with a cross prefix or without any prefix. 

There is every reason to assume that the headline of the scholia at the 
beginning of Hecuba is a correct statement and that Triclinius followed 
here the same habit as in other editions supplied with a commentary of 
analogous Moschopuleo-Thomano-Triclinian composition —like those of 
Sophocles ** and Pindar ** — of marking the Moschopulean scholia with a 
cross prefix. Accordingly, we have to assume that in this codex T the cross- 
prefixed scholia are Moschopulean, the cross-prefixed scholia with an indica- 
tion juérepoy are self-evidently Triclinius’ own scholia, and the remaining 
scholia, i.e., the scholia with capital initial projected to the left are the 
remaining component of the commentary — the component indicated in 
that scholia headline, i.e., scholia of Thomas Magistros. This tallies also 
with the observation made many years ago by H. W. Smyth ** that Triclinius 
in his Aeschylean commentary (in the ms. Naples II.F.31) wrote, in the 
Aeschylean triad, Thoman scholia with a capital initial projected to the 
left. That capitalization of the initial and its projection were possibly an 
original habit of Thomas, because we observed it in some Thoman mss. of 
Sophocles imitating, probably, the habit of the original Thoman edition of 
Sophocles,** and also in a Thoman ms. of Euripides and Aeschylus (Cam- 
bridge, University Library, Nn.3.14 fol. 1-121 for Euripides — our Z, 
+ Nn.3.17 A for Aeschylus).*e 

The identification of glosses in our Triclinian Euripides will be discussed 
below, pp. 48;# 574, 51. 


e2 Cf. Vienna phil. gr. 209 fol. 1r (Turyn, Studies in Sophocles plate 14): Tov 
coówr(á)Tov k(vp)oU Owua Tov paylorpov. xal rov pocxowotA(ov) k(vp)oU puarovi) 
cXóXa* Sri É»0a dori o(rav)p(d)s elal rov pooxorotAov. The same headline appears 
in Venice 470 fol. 120r (Studies in Sophocles plate 13). Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Re- 
cension of Moschopulus pp. 107 ff., Studies in Sophocles pp. 69 ff. 

** Cf., e.g., the Pindar ms, Vienna phil. gr. 219 fol. 13r: roù coówr(á)Tov xv(p) ov 
Ówuà Tov paylorpov kal rov pocxowotAou xu(p)ov uar(ov)) X axóNua: Bre EvOa dari kar 
dpxàs c(Tav)p(ó)s eicl rov puocxow(ov)A(ov). On this ms, cf. Josef Bick, Die 
Schreiber der Wiener griechischen Handschriften (Museion. Abhandlungen I. Wien- 
Prag-Leipzig, 1920) pp. 35f., plate 23; cf. Irigoin, Histoire du teste de Pindare 
pp. 332, 340. 

** Herbert Weir Smyth, Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 32 (1921) p. 93. 

e Cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 78 note 80; cf. above, p. 31 note 48. 

** On the Euripides part of that ms., Z, cf. below, p. 45; on the Aeschylean part, 
cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 75. 
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On the basis of the above analysis, we have to assume that the beginnings 
of the separate scholia sets of Moschopulus and of Thomas in each of the 
three plays of Euripides should be, according to their distinctive marks, as 
follows (I quote the beginnings of the scholia from T): 


for Moschopulean scholia on Hecuba — jxw ávri rov dpri Abov; on Orestes — 
wa0os éri gwyaros TO rpavpa Kat ?) wAyyyn; on Phoentssae — 8vorvyy áxriva A€ye. 
We also have to assume for the Moschopulean recension a Vita of Euripides 
that agrees with the Vita attributed to Moschopulus in T. 


for Thoman scholia on Hecuba —’Adeis 6 roAvdwpos rò copa; on Orestes — 
"Erady jj roo w(ar)p(9)s abrgs dvoruxia; on Phoentssae — Tavra wavra xpos 
Tov voy dzoreive, ioxdatyn, Svoxepaivovoa Sa rà avuflvra. Téccapes Bé eiow 
HAlov Imro ovre xaAovpevor krÀ.. And, of course, we have to expect in the 
Thoman recension a Vita of Euripides of the kind included in T under 
Thoman authorship and arguments attributed in T to Thomas. 


It is not difficult to find Euripidean manuscripts with scholia that begin 
in the way indicated above. As a typical representative of a manuscript 
with pure Moschopulean scholia, whose beginnings agree with the above 
data, I take, e.g., the ms. Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.F.3.25. As for 
Thoman scholia, I select an excellent manuscript whose scholia coincide in 
their beginnings with the passages just quoted, viz., the ms. Cambridge 
University Library Nn.3.14 (first Euripidean part). A description of these 
manuscripts follows. 

X — Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.F.3.25 (Misc. gr. 99 in Henricus O. 
Coxe, Catalogi codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Bodletanae pars I 
[Oxonii, 1853] cols. 677 f.; No. 2929 in Falconer Madan and H. H. E. 
Craster, A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the Bodleian 
Library at Oxford II 1 [Oxford, 1922] p. 551; M. R. James, “ Greek 
Manuscripts in England Before the Renaissance,” The Library, Fourth 
series, 7 [1927] pp. 348 f.; Hermann Schultz, Die handschriftliche Uber- 
lieferung der Hesiod-Scholien [Abhandlungen der Königlichen Gesellschaft 
der Wissenschaften zu Göttingen. Philologisch-historische Klasse. N.F. 
XII, 4. Berlin, 1910] p. 18; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 2? ; Sopho- 
cles Recension of Moschopulus p. 163). Paper (bombycine), 14*> cent., 
242 X 165 mm., 290 foll, written by two hands. Former owners: William 
Botoner or Worcester of Bristol, 1415-1482? (cf. Dictionary of National 
Biography XXI pp. 912 ff.) ; John Free or Phreas f 1465 (cf. Dict. of Nat. 
Biogr. XV p. 1124) ; Thomas Cecil, earl of Exeter (1542—1623), who pre- 
sented the ms. to the Library in 1618 (cf. Dict. of Nat. Biogr. III pp. 
1313 f.). — Fol. 98r Vita; 98" arg. to Hec.; 99r Hecuba; 126v arg. to Orest. ; 
127° Orestes; 159° arg. to Phoen.; 159v—194r Phoenissae. Scholia and 
glosses on the three plays. The Vita of Euripides is the same as that marked 
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by Triclinius as Moschopulean. That gives us the first clue to the Mos- 
chopulean character of this ms. Then, the scholia and glosses are those 
marked in the Triclinian manuscript T with & cross prefix. Accordingly, 
they are Moschopulean. The arguments, indeed as was implied by Triclinius 
in the headline of the Moschopulean Vita, resemble those found in old 
manuscripts. 

All this points to the fact that the ms. X is a representative of the 
Moschopulean recension, if we rely on the basic rule that the concomitant 
scholia of a certain recension indicate likewise that the poetic text of the 
ms. in question belongs to the same recension.9' There is one more char- 
acteristic feature of the ms. X speaking for its Moschopulean character. 
All the components of the whole volume are Moschopulean. Apart from 
the Euripidean triad, there are in the ms. Oxford Auct.F.3.25 the following 
texts: Sophocles (Aitaz, Electra, Oed. Tyr.) — Moschopulean ; ** Theocritus 
(I-VIII) — Moschopulean; *? Hesiod, Opera et Dies — Moschopulean ; *? 
Pindar, Olympia — Moschopulean.! In addition to it, on fol. 96"—977, 
between Sophocles and Euripides, there is a letter of Moschopulus to the 
emperor, headlined rov 8o/Aov ris kparaus kal dyías flagte(as cov, pavovnd 
TOU pocxorovAov. ToU dvejiov rov xpyp(a)ricavros Kpyrns (inc. yù aodorare 
Baowtéwy — des. rov óeAonéyov aŭro koAdocov).'? Thus the ms. X represents 
a typical sylloge of Moschopulean commented texts of classical poetry almost 
entirely (without Homer, Iliad A — B 1—93).'* I am going to use this 
ms. X as a basic element in determining the character of the Moschopulean 
recension of Euripides. 

The other ms. pertaining to the Thoman recension is Z. 


*' Cf. above, p. 18. 

** Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 163; Studies in Sophocles 
pp. 16, 28. 

** Cf. Carl Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien ( Abhand- 
lungen der Kóniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Góttingen. Philol.-histor. 
Klasse. N.F. XVII, 2. Berlin, 1920) p. 189; Carolus Gallavotti, Theocritus quique 
feruntur Bucolici Graeci (Scriptores graeci et latini consilio Academiae Lynceorum 
editi. Romae, 1946) p. 274. 

10 Cf. Schultz, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 18. 

^! Cf. Car. Ioh. Tycho Mommsen, Pindari carmina (Berolini, 1864) pp. xxvif.; 
Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 280. 

** Published by Lionello Levi, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 10 (1902) pp. 
66-67. Cf. Ihor Ševčenko, “The Imprisonment of Manuel Moschopulos in the Year 
1305 or 1300," Speculum 27 (1952) pp. 134 f., 152 note 27. The same letter appears 
also in the ms. Oxford Barocci 120 (our symbol Xa): cf. below, p. 08. 

13 Cf. Henricus Ludolfus Ahrens, Bucolicorum graecorum Theocriti Bionis Moschi 
reliquiae accedentibus incertorum idylliis II (Lipsiae, 1859) pp. xLvm1f.; Wendel, 
Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien pp. 18 f.; Carlo Gallavotti, Ri- 
vista di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 12 (1934) p. 352; Turyn, Manuscripts 
of Sophocles p. 6. | 
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Z = Cambridge, University Library, Nn.3.14 fol. 17-121v (the symbol Z 
applying only to this section of the volume). The volume is No. 2625 in: 
A Catalogue of the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University 
of Cambridge IV (Cambridge, 1861) pp. 482 ff. See below, plate III; a 
facsimile of a part of fol. 33" (Orest. 1—7) is given in F. A. Paley, Euripides 
With an English Commentary vol. III (London, 1860). Paper, 21 X 15cm., 
209 foll. We are concerned here with the first part of the volume, fol. 1-121 
(19-21 lines to page), which is of the early 14 century; the paper of this 
part is Western, as indicated by its size, but shows no watermarks — this 
points to the early part of the 14t? century (cf. Jean Irigoin, “ Les premiers 
manuscrits grecs écrits sur papier et le probléme du bombycin,” Scriptorium 
4 [1950] pp. 197, 202). — Fol. 1" Vita; 1" arg. to Hec.; 2Y Hecuba; 32" arg. 
to Orest. ; 33% Orestes, headlined Evperi8ov 'HAéxrpa ; 77" arg. to Phoen. ; 78'— 
121" Phoenissae, headlined EvperiSev Oidtrovs. Let us emphasize here the 
occurrence of these peculiar titles (cf. below, pp. 172, 175). A contemporary 
hand — probably that of a copyist in the same scriptorium — wrote the argu- 
ments to Orestes and to Phoentssae on the blank pages reserved for this 
purpose. There are scholia and glosses on the three plays. The Vita is 
identical with that marked as Thoman in T. The marginal scholia are 
written with capital initials projected to the left and are identical with 
those written in the same way in T and presumed by us to be Thoman. The 
glosses are those that appear in T without any prefix. In view of these 
coincidences, there is not the slightest doubt that Z has Thoman scholia 
and glosses and that it is & representative of the Thoman recension. 

I should like to mention that occasionally, though rarely, there happen 
to be some very slight differences between the scholia of Z and the capital 
initialed scholia of T in that sometimes T exhibits a scholium which is 
longer than that of Z, or a scholium that is missing in Z. Of course, occa- 
sionally the wording of a Z scholium appears in a slightly modified form 
in T. E.g. the scholium on the beginning of Phoenissae appears in Z in 
this form: Técoapes eioiy oi jAtov Grroc oŭrw KaAovpevor* xpóvos* ai0o* dorpamy]: 
Bpovri: dào: 06 $aciy ws Óvo* Adáumov xal $acÜov ($aatÜov Z).'* But T begins 
the scholium thus: Tavra mávra mpòs rov ğArov aroreive lokda T, Svcxepaivovea 
8ià rà ovpBavra (cf. Dindorf III p. 31.4—5), and then T continues: réccapes 
8é eiow ġÀlov (mmo — paéĝwv. Since the shorter form of the scholium is not 
a result of an individual omission by Z, but is attested also by à gemellus 
of Z, the ms. Za = London, Brit. Mus., Arundel 540 (cf. below, p. 99), we 
have to assume that the shorter scholium belongs to the first Thoman edition 
(cf. below, p. 166), and we do not attribute the longer form of the scholium 
to Triclinius himself. As a matter of fact, this longer form can be found, 
e.g., in a manuscript of the second Thoman edition, Zb — Vatic. gr. 51 (cf. 


** Cf. schol. vet. Phoen. 3 p. 246.6 Schwartz. 
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below, p. 100), though with some mistakes. At any rate, the preceding words 
ravra — ovuBdvra are there. This problem of the two Thoman editions will 
come up in due course (cf. below, pp. 165 ff.). 

The essential gain of our analysis is clear: we have in our hands a Thoman 
manuscript in the ms. Cambridge Nn.3.14. And I should like also to point 
out that this ms. (I mean its first part with which I deal here) is continued 
by & Thoman Aeschylus written by the same hand, but now bound elsewhere. 
In this ms. Cambridge Nn.3.14, after the end of the Euripides triad, on 
fol. 121" being the last one of this part of the volume, the hand which wrote 
the arguments to Orestes and to Phoentssae, wrote the beginning of the 
Vita of Aeschylus which is continued in the ms. Cambridge, University 
Library, Nn.3.17 A (i.e., first part),'5 fol. 1r. Thereupon follows (on fol. 
1'-88v) the triad of Aeschylus in a Thoman text with Thoman scholia. The 
Aeschylus plays and scholia are written by the same hand as Z, while the 
arguments to Prometheus, Septem, and Persae are written by that other 
hand which wrote the arguments to Euripides’ Orestes and to Phoenissae 
in Z and the Vita of Aeschylus divided between Cambridge Nn.3.14 and 
Nn.3.17 A. 

It is very symptomatic that this other collaborating scribe is the same 
scribe that wrote the Vatican. gr. 1333, containing the Sophoclean tetrad 
in the first Thoman edition and Pindar’s Olympia in the Thoman recension 
(a part of the Pindar portion being bound in the Vatic. gr. 1823 fol. 29r- 
97*),'* and also a Thoman triad of Aristophanes (Plutus, Nubes, Ranae) 
of which only a part is preserved in the ms. Cambridge, University Library, 
Nn.3.15 part 1 folios 50'-114v (containing Aristoph. Nubes 500-end, arg. 
to Ranae, and Ranae, both with Thoman scholia) .?* 


*5 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 75. 

10 Cf, Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 103 ff.; Studies in Sophocles 
p. 40, plate XII; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 204. 

11 The whole composite volume Cambridge Nn.3.15 is described in A Catalogue 
of the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge IV 
(1861) pp. 484—486, under No, 2620. It consists of two parts. The ms, with which 
we are concerned forms part 1 (also referred to as Nn.3.15.1). In it, the beginning — 
Aristoph. Plutus and Nubes 1—499 — is lost; the replacement at the beginning, num- 
bered folios 2*—-30*, is a later addition. The remaining part of the original Aristo- 
phanean triad is numbered in that part 1 as folios 50-114. They seem to be Western 
paper without watermarks, 200 x 145 mm. It is extremely interesting that the scribe 
of that original part (the scribe to which I refer above) added at the end of the 
Aristophanes triad (Nn.3.15.1 fol. 114*) the following note: Avdrac al mepl ras evr- 
Tráfeus TG» dropiwy Aíceis kal maga Ahar einyjoas, elol ToU copwrdrov kal pnropixwrdrou 
Kupov wua ToU paylorpov: ToU dia ToU Oelov xal ayyedtxod oxnmaros perovopacbérros 
GeodovAov: It seems that the scribe in question was working in close touch with 
Thoman scholarship and it appears that he knew exactly that he was dealing with 
a Thoman edition. The note just quoted is unique, because normally Moschopulean 
and Thoman manuscripts carry no reference to the identity of commentators or 
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Quite obviously, the mss. Cambridge Nn.3.14 fol. 1-121 and Nn.3.17 A 
originally formed one volume containing Euripides and Aeschylus both in 
the Thoman recension. And it seems that about the same time, in the same 
scriptorium, originated the ms. Vatic. gr. 1333, containing a Thoman 
Sophocles and a Thoman Pindar, and also the ms. containing a Thoman 
Aristophanes of which a part is preserved in Cambridge Nn.3.15 part 1 
fol. 50-114. These manuscripts point to a scriptorium which early in the 
14'^ century cultivated the works of Thomas Magistros, most probably in 
Thessalonica. 


In order to corroborate the identification of the typical ms. Z as a Thoman 
manuscript, we can examine some cross references contained in positively 
Thoman manuscripts of Aeschylus.” The Thoman scholium on Aesch. 
Prom. 853, which I quote from the 'Thoman ms. of Aeschylus, Cambridge 
University Library, Nn.3.17 A fol. 24° (this ms. being, as shown above, the 
continuation of our ms. Z), says: '? yeypadapev 9€ rjv icropiay wacay èv TH 
eipimidov éxaBn. This is clearly a reference to a quite long mythological 
scholium about Danaüs and Aegyptus which Thomas wrote on Eur. Hec. 
886 — a scholium which we actually find in Z fol. 22v. It is based on the 
ancient scholium (Schwartz I pp. 69.17-70.6 = Dindorf I pp. 435.23- 
436.16), to which Thomas added a conclusion (Dindorf I pp. 436.20—437.2). 


editors. Only in Triclinian mss. there appear references to the three or two (as the 
case may be) known Byzantine scholars (i.e., to Moschopulus, Thomas, Triclinius — 
or to Thomas and Triclinius, as it was, e.g., in the case of the Triclinian edition 
of Aeschylus). And in the Planudean ms. Naples II.F.9 (cf. below, pp. 54£ff.), 
there are authorship marks referring to Planudes, Moschopulus, Thomas. The above 
note in the Cambridge ms. of Aristophanes also gives an interesting clue to the time 
at which that copy was written. It was after Thomas Magistros had become a monk. 
At any rate, that scribe should be attributed probably to the first quarter of the 
14th century (the ms. Vatic. 1333, written by him, is dated about 1320 A.D. by 
Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 439). The Euripides + Aeschylus ms. Cam- 
bridge Nn.3.14 fol. 1-121 + Nn.3.17 A, and the Aristophanes ms. Cambridge Nn.3.15 
part 1 fol. 50-114 are approximately of the same size, 20/21 x 14/15 cm. (the dif- 
ference resulting from the volumes having been trimmed differently), of Western 
paper without watermarks. This kind of paper likewise assigns these mss. to the 
early 14th century. 

I should like to mention that & note on the Thoman authorship of scholia similar 
to that quoted above reappears (in a form shortened at its end) at the beginning 
of the Thoman Euripides in the ms. Milan I 47 sup. fol. 74r (cf. below, p. 182). 

7° Interesting cross references in Thoman scholia on the tragedians were pointed 
out by Cornelius Marinus Francken, De antiquarum Aeschyli interpretationum ad 
genuinam lectionem restituendam usu et auctoritate (Diss. Trajecti ad Rhenum, 
1845) pp. x ff., and by Dindorf, Schol. Eur. I pp. xvu f. Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Re- 
cension of Moschopulus pp. 104 ff.; Studies in Sophocles pp. 31 f. 

7 The scholium can be found in Chr. Godofr. Schütz, Aeschyl tragoediae IV: 
Scholia (Halae, 1821) p. 110.2, and in G. Dindorf, Aeschyli tragoediae superstites 
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'The other cross reference is this. At the end of the Thoman argument 
to Aesch. Septem, we read in the Thoman ms. Cambridge Nn.3.17 A fol. 31° 
(the argument was published by Dindorf, Philologus 20 [1863] pp. 386 f. 
from the Triclinian ms. of Aeschylus, Naples II.F.31 fol. 43%): èypápn 8e 
3j iaropia abr èé ápyys xara Aerróv èv dowicoas edpiridov. This is an obvious 
reference by 'Thomas to his own long argument to Eur. Phoenissae which 
we find in Z fol. ?7*-* (III pp. 5.10-10.8 Dindorf). 

We can adduce an interesting common point — an identical grammatical 
reasoning in a 'Thoman scholium on Sophocles and in a scholium found in 
the Euripides ms. Z. I mean the Thoman scholium on Soph. Electra 977 
(Dindorf, Schol. Soph. pp. 373.30—374.3) — this scholium is Thoman, for 
it appears in Thoman mss. of Sophocles, e.g., Vatic. 1333 fol. 64° or Venice 
472 fol. 139v.?^ The same peculiar reasoning is shown in a scholium 
on Eur. Hec. 370 (I p. 312.2-6 Dindorf) that appears in Z fol. 10v. The 
Thoman scholium on Soph. El. 977 refers to Soph. At. 290 and Eur. Hec. 
370. And the Z scholium on Eur. Hec. 370 refers to Soph. At. 290. Of 
course, both scholia were written by the same Thomas. 

I think we do not need any more proofs to establish the fact that X is a 
typical Moschopulean ms. and Z is a typical Thoman manuscript. 

With regard to the Moschopulean ms. X, we can find an additional cor- 
roboration of its representing the Moschopulean recension in the following 
fact. The famous Planudean ms.® Naples II.F.9 (our symbol in Euripides 
Y), with which we shall deal later (cf. below, pp. 54 ff. and plate II), con- 
tains Planudean scholia on Euripides in addition to its basically Moscho- 
pulean scholia, and other scholia. While distinguishing Planudean scholia 
with the mark pag (i.e., Ma£íuov ro? IlAavoí05), Y sometimes marks ex- 
plicitly also Moschopulean scholia with the mark uav(ovj)A or pav or pA, 
if there is need to forestall a misunderstanding because a neighboring 
scholium is marked as Planudean. In the Euripidean portion of Y, I have 
noticed, e.g., on fol. 94", a section of the scholia column containing scholia 
on Hec. 85 (Dindorf p. 240.17-19 piosa) and on Hec. 88 (p. 241.27-29 
Dind.), marked against the beginning of the former scholium with the name 
pa"^ (scil, Manuel Moschopulus), in order to set it off from the preceding 
and following scholia marked pag (scil, Maximus Planudes). And, indeed, 
the indicated scholia on Hec. 85 and 88 appear in the ms. X fol. 100v. Then, 
in Y fol. 99v, the scholium on Hec. 762 (p. 408.13 Dind. ávri — 16 66a) 


et deperditarum fragmenta III: Scholia (Oxonii, 1851) p. 273.9. In both editions, 
the scholium is marked B, which means “Thoman ” (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 13). 
*? On these mss., cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 103 f.; Studies 
in Sophocles p. 40. 
*! On this ms., cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 114 ff.; Studies 
in Sophocles p. 1T. 
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appears with the mark p°” and actually is exhibited in the Moschopulean 
ms. X fol. 115r. Then, in Y fol. 1017, the scholium on Hec. 973 (p. 460.13 
Dind. 4 8/evow — 15) is marked 4?*. And, Y fol. 102", the scholia on Hec. 
1129 (p. 488.21 Dind.— 23 flapBapórgs), and on Hec. 1145 (p. 490.25 
Dind. — 491.2 «ogrucyy áó«av)*? are marked p”™. These scholia are likewise 
extant in X on fol. 120r, 1237, 123", respectively. 

After we have thus gained a positive identification of the Moschopulean 
and the Thoman recensions, we go back to the Triclinian manuscript T 
(Angelicus 14), in order to conclude its analysis. 

In the volume T, 70 folios have the poetic text written by a different 
scribe (not by Triclinius), whom we consider to be the scribe of the original 
manuscript; see plate V. One folio at the end (fol. 168) is a later replace- 
ment (cf. above, p. 40). Triclinius added scholia and glosses on the folios 
written by the original scribe, who only in very few cases wrote some scholia. 
It is most obvious that Triclinius is the later worker on this volume, because 
he added scholia and glosses to the text written by the other scribe. Then, 
while replacing parts of the original volume, although he seems to have 
carefully planned the layout in each case so as to fit the rewritten portions 
into the same number of entire pages, nonetheless in some cases he had some 
room left at the end of his portion. E.g., fol. 100% has only 9 text lines and 
makes a short page. Sometimes he was short of space. E.g., on fol. 79", 
he did not have room at the end of his portion for one line (Orest. 1023) 
or did not want to make his page too long, so he wrote that line at the top 
of the following original page, fol. 80". 

We are now in a better position than at the outset of this chapter, because 
we know already the Moschopulean and the Thoman recensions and thus 
we can better analyze the components of the Triclinian edition. First of 
all, it is absolutely clear that in order to save time and effort Triclinius took 
as his working copy a volume written in the poetic text (with very few 
scholia) by somebody else. 

An essential point to clear up in the analysis of this volume is the text 
character of the original volume. 'The original folios provide us with enough 
material to solve this question. I shall mark T* the hand of the original 
scribe and Tt the hand of Triclinius, whenever a distinction of the portion 
of the ms. or of the pertinent hand — original or Triclinian, as the case may 
be — is of consequence. Let us consider some characteristic text readings. 
Hec. 982 pev ef T? with Z and many Thoman mss. (while uy piv el is the 
old corruption of the veteres, shared by X, scil., by Moschopulus). — Hec. 
1184 unéuóy T*Z and many Thoman mss. (while uéuyy is the reading of the 


83 &àea» Y and Wolfenbüttel Gudian. 15 by the first scribe (our symbol Gr.): 


étovcíar X (and also T). Does this mean that the Wolfenbüttel scribe Gr. knew the 
ms. Y? On Planudean elements in the Wolfenbüttel ms., cf. below, pp. 64 ff. 
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veteres and X). — Orest. 35 ot T and Z (ô 8& veteres, X). — Orest. 491 
ob codias T? and Z! and many Thoman mss. (co$éías veteres and X). These 
are only a few examples that serve the purpose of showing that the original 
scribe 'T* followed a manuscript of the Thoman recension, since on the whole 
T* agrees with Z in many peculiarities. Scholia were written by the original 
scribe T* only on a few pages: fol. 1067-108", 1217-1237, 124'-126". These 
scholia by T* also agree with the scholia of Z, e.g.: schol. Phoen. 12 (p. 37 
Dindorf, footnote on line 8) Od vov — oibvróóao xaXqv émuxaorny; schol. 
Phoen. 24 (p. 40.10-12 Dind.); schol. Phoen. 25 (p. 40.15-17 Dind.); 
schol. Phoen. 28 (p. 42.19 — 43.11 Dind.).** 

This shows clearly that the original volume was a Thoman copy of the 
Euripidean triad, with Thoman scholia, if any. The poetic text of that 
original manuscript followed the second Thoman edition — this we shall see 
in the list of Thoman readings (below, pp. 168 ff.). ‘There will be many cases 
where T* disagrees with Z, which we assume to represent the first Thoman 
edition, and joins other mss., conceivably manuscripts of the second Thoman 
edition, in departing from Z. 

This was Triclinius’ entire performance in T, which may have extended 
over a period from ca. 1310 to ca. 1325 a.p. He took the original volume 
and revised it thoroughly. He added the customary parts of his editions, 
the preliminary metrical matter and the Vitae. He incorporated the missing 
(i.e. omitted by the original scribe) arguments, scholia and glosses of the 
Thoman edition, and added also the Moschopulean scholia and glosses. 
Moreover, he added his own metrical scholia and the so-called oy»juara,?* but 
the most important thing he did was to revise the poetic text both in iambics 
and in lyrics. In iambics, he corrected the underlying Thoman text by 
making outright corrections or erasures on which he wrote the corrected text. 
The lyrics could not be kept with all the traces of his working on them. Con- 
sequently, Triclinius rewrote the pages containing the lyrics, with all the 
preceding and following iambics, so as to replace entirely the torn out leaves 
and fit their contents into full new leaves which he then pasted into the 
volume instead of the discarded original leaves. 

The whole volume Angelicus 14, as it stands now, is therefore the authen- 
tic master copy of the Triclinian edition of the Euripidean triad. The pages 


*!'The end of the scholium reads in Ts (p. 43.10-11): éwolnoce 8è rà» bwoBorry 
war)» ToU Bpépouvs Të NelwBmuévor elyac kal obx vyiés (the reading of the dotted 
characters is assured by the apograph of T, the Urbinas 142 = Ta, and by the 
wording in Z). Matthiae (V p. 12 note 6) repeated the faulty text of Gu. (Wolfen- 
büttel Gud. 15 fol. 64r, by the other scribe) at the end of the scholium: éwolnce 
è (r3» UwoBodny om.) zar)» roù Bpépous Td AeNwfpnuévov eivai kal ody iyiés, which 
does not make sense, and Dindorf p. 43.10 reprinted the same erroneous text. This 
is & characteristic example of Dindorf's editorial technique. 

5: Cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 70, 82 ff. 
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written autographically by Triclinius are self-evidently authentic Triclinian, 
and those taken over from the original volume but revised and supplemented 
by Triclinius, by the very fact of their acceptance and integration in the 
final volume bear, so to speak, the seal of authentication by Triclinius. 

How he handled the original pages appears in the pages stemming from 
the original scribe. E.g., fol. 22r exhibits by the original scribe only the poetic 
text Hec. 521—538. Triclinius wrote, to the left of the line Hec. 521, the 
schema Sujygeis, then added glosses and short interlinear scholia, providing 
those from Moschopulus with a cross prefix and writing those from Thomas 
without any sign. In the margin, he added four Thoman scholia: on Hec. 
522 (p. 348.26 Dind. IIos — 349.1), 524 (p. 349.12 "Exedy — 17 vpooraxÓcis), 
528 (p. 350.16 Aù — 18 acparos), 529 (p. 350.23 Zwovó5 — 27 xpeirrov) — 
all of them written with capital initials projected to the left. Few Thoman 
glosses were written by the original scribe, but Triclinius supplemented 
them without any special prefix. Moschopulean scholia (they happen to be 
short in that section), marginal or interlinear, and glosses are added by 
Triclinius with a cross prefix. Thoman scholia and glosses are written with 
rounded breathings, while Moschopulean scholia and glosses show angular 
breathings (cf. above, p. 29). At the beginning of text lines Hec. 521 «apzv 
and 534 6 & érey, the initials are changed into larger letters slightly projected 
to the left, which was intended to be an outward sign of the beginning of a 
longer sentence or rather section of the poetic text. This practice seems to 
have been an afterthought of Triclinius, because even in his own pages 
those larger letters were introduced in some cases by a later change (some- 
times he wrote them at once). In many cases Triclinius added prosodic 
marks of vowel length, e.g., Hec. 525 veaviat, 531 xáyà, 533 aíya, 538 xáyó. 

On other pages of the original scribe, Triclinius acted in the same way 
adding both Thoman and Moschopulean scholia (marginal or interlinear) 
and glosses, revising the text, adding metrical scholia of his own with a 
cross prefix and a mark 7uérepov, and adding in proper places his famous 
metrical signs (like mapdypados, xopwvis, etc.).9* Triclinius’ own scholia are 
mostly metrical, but there are also Triclinian scholia dealing with textual 
problems.?* 


*5 Cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 70. 

>e In the terminology of that time, we would define these scholia as dealing with 
Aéfew» évaddayal: cf. in Triclinian mss, of Pindar the well-known note about one 
category of those scholia (I quote from Vienna phil. 219 fol. 117, cf. Abel, Schol. 
rec. in Pind. I p. 50 note) exóXia onuewoes rivds Exovra év rais ray Aéteuy» évaddayais 
(cf. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 350). Boeckh (Pindari opera quae 
supersunt II [1819] p. xxvii) touched upon the meaning of Aé£ew» évaħħayal and 
correctly referred it “ad mutatas a grammaticis his lectiones." Moreover, we can 
adduce from Triclinius himself a proof that évad\drrey meant to him “to change 
the text,” almost “to interpolate.” While commenting on Planudes' interpolations 
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In the sections rewritten and substituted by Triclinius, the original 
Thoman basis of his working sheets accounts for the fact that even in the 
purely Triclinian pages the primary Thoman text appears in iambics, unless 
some readings offended Triclinius’ critical mind so that he changed them. 
Every time we find in the list of Thoman readings an agreement of Tt with 
Z, we see in it a manifestation of the Thoman origin of the Triclinian text. 
Of course, T" basically represents a Thoman text of the second Thoman 
recension — T* will as a rule agree with Thoman mss. in general, not neces- 
sarily with Z, because many peculiarities of Z were dropped in the second 
Thoman edition. 

A very good specimen of Triclinius’ working technique in iambics is pro- 
vided by fol. 139r (Phoen. 923-940), which is reproduced at the end of this 
book (see plate V). The poetic text was written by the original scribe. In 
the text, Triclinius corrected slips by the original scribe: Phoen. 924 xpoo- 
mírres T*?: mpoomrveis Tt; in the same line dvadvAax’ T*: SvopvAacr’ T*. 
He changed Phoen. 931 @aAdpas T* into OaAdpas Tt. He changed a reading 
which he did not want to accept, because he preferred the Moschopulean 
reading, Phoen. 939 ġpiv 'T*: tuy Tt. He added Moschopulean glosses, with 
angular breathings, with a cross prefix — and Thoman glosses, with rounded 
breathings, without any prefix. In the margins, he wrote a complete group 
of scholia. There are Thoman scholia (with rounded breathings), with 
capital initials projected to the left— and Moschopulean scholia (with 
angular breathings), marked by cross prefixes. Most scholia are written in 
the margins; some shorter scholia appear as interlinear scholia. 

Sections of the original volume which included lyrics needed so much 
rewriting (considering Triclinius’ textual violence in lyrics) that Triclinius 
had to replace them with fair copies of the folios involved. He obviously 
thoroughly changed the colometry, made rather strong interpolations of the 
text, and had to add long metrical scholia. 'To place all that marginal 
material in a proper layout was rather a complicated task, and so it hap- 
pened that all the sections with more extensive portions of lyrics appear in 
neat copies by the hand of Triclinius. Of course, they include in the scholia 
and glosses all the elements from the Moschopulean and the Thoman edi- 
tions. As I said before, the neat folios of the lyrics are — in text, scholia, 
and glosses — uniformly written with angular breathings (regardless of the 
origin of the scholia or glosses), because they represent a later one-time 
transcript by Triclinius, not a successive formation of several components. 

It is easy to detect throughout the whole volume the agreements of Tri- 


in Aratus (cf. Ernestus Maass, Arati Phaenomena [Berolini, 1893] pp. xvirf.), 
Triclinius said (to Arat. Phaen. 481, quoted by Maass p. XVIII): ravry your T] 
rou IIroNepalov a$aípa éxóuevos ò copds IIXarvoí0gs xarà Ti)» éxelyns Odoww éxõéðwre rods 
wapéyras orixous, évaAAá£as 0a ph Kadws elpnker ò "Aparos. 
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clinius or of the primary scribe with the Thoman recension. Such agree- 
ments are natural in the original sections of the volume. Moreover, in 
sections rewritten by Triclinius the same general agreement proves that 
Triclinius was rewriting the pages of the same original working copy. Of 
course, in iambics the Thoman background is clearer, because the text of 
iambics did not undergo too many interpolations by Triclinius, but in lyrics 
Triclinius interpolated the text so strongly that the text of T', naturally, 
went a long way from its original wording. 

The edition of Triclinius was self-evidently posterior to those of Mos- 
chopulus and Thomas. But I should like to discuss the problem of the 
chronological sequence of Moschopulus and Thomas, because it is important 
to know which of these two editions was the former one — this will throw 
some light on the priority of some interpolations. 

This problem can be solved on the basis of some polemics to be found in 
the scholia of Thomas, in the same way as we did it in Sophocles. But 
in order to do that, I should like to take into account one more contribution 
to the Byzantine scholia on Euripides, viz., the scholia of Maximus Planudes, 
for Planudes also seems to be the object of some polemics by Thomas 
Magistros. 


*' Cf, Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 120 ff. For Thomas’ polemics 
against Moschopulus in Pindar, cf. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 192. 
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The role of Planudes in commenting upon classical poetry is well-known.** 
I recently dealt with Planudes' contribution to the scholia on Sophocles.*? 
As a point of departure for the investigation of Planudean scholia on Eu- 


*5 Cf. Carl Wendel, in: Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie vol. XX (1950) cols. 
2220 ff., s.v. “ Planudes " $25 ff. For Planudean comments on Aristophanes, cf. now 
W. J. W. Koster et D. Holwerda, * De Eustathio, Tzetze, Moschopulo, Planude Aristo- 
phanis commentatoribus," Mnemosyne ser. IV, vol. 7 (1954) pp. 155 f.; vol. 8 (1955) 
pp. 196 ff. 

For biographical essentials on Maximus Planudes and other grammarians of the 
Andronicus II Palaeologus era, I refer to my remarks in Aeschylus p. 103 note 89. 
For Planudes in general, cf. Wendel, article * Planudes” in Pauly-Wissowa, Real- 
Encyclopddie XX cols. 2202-2253; Zwxpárgs B. Kovyéas, “ Bufaryriva BiBAcoypadixa 
épyaoripia,” IIpakrikà ris 'Akabnulas 'A@nroy 28 (1953) pp. 458 ff. For a new contribu- 
tion to the biography of Maximus Planudes, cf. now Antoine Dondaine, “ « Contra 
Graecos », Premiers écrits polémiques des dominicains d'Orient," Archivum Fratrum 
Praedicatorum 21 (1951) pp. 421 f. In & theological treatise composed in Constanti- 
nople in 1305, there is a reference to a monk Maximus, probably Maximus Planudes 
(Dondaine pp. 421/422): “kalogerus nomine Maximus, qui nuper obiit in Con- 
stantinopoli." This shows that Maximus Planudes died just before 1305 or, at the 
latest, in 1305 (cf. Dondaine p. 422 note 75). We know that Planudes died less 
than 50 years old: cf. his epitaph (published by Maximilianus Treu, Marimi monachi 
Planudis epistulae IV [Progr. Breslau, 1889] p. 190), line 7 wéuwrny étarów» éréwy 
óexáb' (a). Thus we have to assume that Maximus Planudes lived circa 1255-1305. 

I should like to add here a few items on Manuel Moschopulus and Thomas Magis- 
tros. For Moschopulus, cf. Ihor Sevéenko, “The Imprisonment of Manuel Moscho- 
pulos in the Year 1305 or 1300," Speculum 27 (1952) pp. 133-157. 

For a possible reference to Thomas Magistros as teacher of Philotheus Kokkinos 
in a letter of Demetrius Cydones, cf. Giovanni Mercati, Notizie d$ Procoro e Demetrio 
Cidone, Manuele Caleca e Teodoro Meliteniota ed altri appunti per la storia della 
teologia e della letteratura bizantina del secolo XIV (Studi e Testi, 56. Citta del 
Vaticano, 1931) pp. 302 lines 204 — 303 line 222, pp. 248 f.; for references to Thomas 
Magistros in letters of Gregorius Acindynus, cf. Mercati pp. 512 f., 10, 501. Mercati 
p. 913 states that Thomas Magistros may have been alive, in Thessalonica, around 
1346 A.D. 

The remark by V. Laurent, Revue des études byzantines 9 (1952) p. 263, to the 
effect that Thomas’ works included a funeral oration on Theodorus Metochites (who 
died 1332), is erroneous. There is, among Thomas’ preserved works, a IIpoogwynrixds 
TQ peyady royobéry rë Meroxírg (cod. Vatic. gr. 714 fol. 1807-186*; Migne, Patrologia 
Graeca 145 cols. 381-388). Cf. R. Guilland, Correspondance de Nicéphore Grégoras 
(Collection Byzantine. Paris, 1927) p. 350. 

** Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 114 ff. Cf. A. Pertusi, Aevum 
25 (1951) pp. 342 ff.; Augustinus Pertusi, Scholia vetera in Hesiodi Opera et Dies 
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ripides, we shall take again the famous Planudean ms. Naples ILF.9, as 
we did before in Sophocles. 

Y- Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III, ms. II.F.9 
(No. 165 in Salvator Cyrillus, Codices graeci mss. Regiae Bibliothecae 
Borbonicae II [Neapoli, 1832] pp. 146 ff.). See below, plate II; cf. Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles plate X. Paper, 14'^ cent., 308 X 233 mm., 238 foll. — 
Fol. 93" Vita (Moschopulean Vita, shortened) ; 93" arg. to Hec.; 93% Hecuba; 
104r arg. to Orest.; 104% Orestes; 118r arg. to Phoen.; 118" Phoenissae; 
133r arg. to Troades; 1837-140v Troades. The arguments to Hec., Orest., 
Phoen., are Moschopulean. Byzantine scholia on the three plays; old scholia 
on T'roades. The portion containing Troades is copied from the ms. Vatic. 
909 (V). 

As I said before (above, pp. 47 f.), in the Euripidean triad some scholia 
have in Y the mark pag, which obviously means Ma£uov rov [LAavovdn,** some 
of the other scholia are marked pa” or so, meaning MavovjA rov Mooxo- 
movAov. The main stock of the scholia is, as we easily learn by comparison 
with X, simply Moschopulean, and the mark of Moschopulean authorship 
is given only to avoid confusion of authorship if a neighboring scholium 
or scholia are marked as Planudean. 

The Vita of Euripides is marked pag. It is a shortened version of what 


we know as the Moschopulean Vita. Would it mean that the abridgment 
was due to Planudes? 


(Pubblicazioni dell'Università Cattolica del S. Cuore. Nuova Serie vol. 53. Milano, 
(18555) p. XI. 

° This was observed by Eduard Schwartz, Schol. Eur. II p. 1v. Here are a few 
proofs of agreements of Vatic. 909 and Naples ILF.9 in errors: arg. to Troad. 
p. 346.2 Schwartz wrép@worw; Troad. 195 6éxrew', 206 olkrpa om., 316 0arérra. 

* On Planudean (as it seems) remarks to Arethas, copied in the ms. Moscow, 
Gosudarstvenny! IstoricheskiY Muzel, formerly Moscow Synodal Library graec. 441 
(of the 16th century), cf. Joh. Compernass, “ Zwei Psalmenhomilien des Arethas 
von Kaisareia," Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici 3 (1931) p. 5. On this ms., cf.: 
Arkhimandrit Vladimir, Sistematicheskoe opisanie rukopisei Moskovskoi SinodaUnoi 
(Patriarshei) Biblioteki I: Rukopisi grecheskita (Moskva, 1894) pp. 672ff.; J. 
Bidez et Fr. Cumont, Recherches sur la tradition manuscrite des lettres de l'empereur 
Julien (Académie Royale des sciences, des lettres et des beaux-arts de Belgique. 
Mémoires couronnés et autres mémoires. Collection in-8°, Tome LVII. Bruxelles, 
1898) pp. 130 ff.; Sokrates Kugéas, “ Analecta Planudea,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 
18 (1909) pp. 106-108; M. A. Shangin, * Vizantilskie politicheskie detateli pervol 
poloviny X v." Vizantiiskii Sbornik pod redaktsiel M. V. Levchenko (Akademi 
Nauk SSSR. Institut Istorii. Moskva, 1945) pp. 228 ff. (with a facsimile of fol. 
87:7); M. A. Shangin, “ Pisma Arefy — novyl istochnik o politicheskikh sobytiiàkh 
v Vizantii,” Vizantiiskit Vremennik 20 — N.S, 1 (1947) pp. 235íf.; Wendel, in 
Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie XX col. 2230, s.v. “Planudes” $38; Robert 
Devreesse, Introduction à l'étude des manuscrits grecs (Paris, 1954) p. 54 note 7; 
Baclreros Aaovpdas, €'O 'Apé0as sepl elkorouaxías, 3 Oeoħoyla 25 (1954) pp. 014 ff. 
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The poetic text basically agrees with Moschopulus (cf. below, p. 136, where 
I analyze the text of Y in the survey of Moschopulean mss.). The scholia 
written by the original scribe of Y are, on the whole, Moschopulean. Let 
us examine some scholia marked as Planudean. It is to be understood that 
a marginal mark usually refers to a group or section of scholia, not to just 
one scholium. Here are & few samples of Planudean scholia: 


Hec. 1. kevÜjuov : dxd ToU xevOw ro xptwrw, Ô xexpuppévos Kal KaTwTaros TÓTOS. 

2. QkurTaL: TOvTÉUTL.y VxOÓ TOU KAjpov: Sy perà THY TOU kpóvov THs BacUeias 
éxrtwow éroingey Ô eùs kai oi per’ adrov. 

2. Oev: yovv trav dorpov: wapa TO Üéo TÒ rpéyo* Ó yap Gdns vroxdrw Tis 
y'is ov ovK dorpact Kexdopyrat. 

9. éxaBys wais yeyús: rovro évredés* TÒ Se mpidpov Te maTpós oUk oT’ Opus 
Ôè kai oŬðrws kpeirrOv* imel watnp dvev viov oU Svvarar xAnOyvat. 

19. Biov: ras mpòs rò Cav émirndeias tpodys viv: onpaiver 06 moààà ò Bios: 
évi yap kai 7j Çw)’ Kat Ñ Tpós TÒ KaAdv kai xeipoy Tov avOpwruv Siaywy7. 

71. A mark pag appears opposite the scholium p. 237.27 pnrépa— 30 r&v 
trvov oi óvepot. The words p. 237.30/238.1 èx ras yys dpa of dvepo are omitted 
in Y. (The other scholium p. 238.1 peAavorrépvyas — 2 eiot is written in Y 
above the line and should be considered Moschopulean, for it is not affected 
by that Planudean mark and is found in X.) Now, the scholium p. 237.27— 
30, continued by those words p. 237.30/238.1, appears in X. This creates 
& puzzling situation. Either the scholium is Moschopulean and the mark 
pogé put by inadvertence — or the scholium is Planudean and was taken over 
by Moschopulus from Planudes. 

80, 84. A similar situation occurs in the scholium on Hec. 80 p. 239.22 
rovrégr. — 25 éxovow followed by the scholium on Hec. 84 p. 240.10—12. 
There is a mark pag against the beginning of this section, but the scholia 
appear in Moschopulus.?? 

87. '"EAévov yvydv: rovréarw tov "EAevov: dro roù xpeirrovos uépovs abróv 
óvouále, Oomep xai peis dvri rov tov Seiva eimév tyv iepày Aéyopev Kepadry 
(=p. 241.10-12). 

752. ixerevo : yovv S€opai aov, ixéris yivopat Tov adv yovárov yyouv amrropal 
gov. 


66a 99 
0 


759. eis od8€v te roUTwy KaAG oe à avag ay Vmrovocis* 66 Epedrev eizeiv, 


Aà 8& ryv mporynoapévny wroow elmev “ ov” (= p. 407.30-32). 

Orestes 220. The scholium p. 85.10-13 d$pov carries in Y the mark pag, 
but since it appears in X, it may be Moschopulean, or we should apply 
the same reasoning as above, on schol. Hec. 71, 80, 84, and below, on schol. 
Orest. 1065. 


*3 I should note that the former scholium in X is added by another hand, but it 
appears, e.g., in Xb (Laur. Conv. Soppr. 71). 


Google 


56 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


291. apay) kai ô róros Cy © oddleral Ti xai ù évépyeua. abris. 
1065. The scholium p. 263.1 xvpiws—2 BpaBevs is marked paé, but 
appears in X. Cf. above. 


The case of the Planudean marked scholium on Hecuba 87 ia, so to say, 
a pilot case or a leading case, because we find the same scholium in an 
extremely interesting manuscript, Florence Conventi Soppressi 98 (from 
which the above scholium is printed in Dindorf I p. 241.10-12). We mark 
this ms. with the symbol Yf, which I have chosen on account of the affinity 
of this ms. with Y in scholia, the added letter f to remind us of the location 
of the ms. in Florence. 


Yf- Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, Conventi Soppressi 98 (cf. E. 
Rostagno e N. Festa, “Indice dei codici greci Laurenziani non compresi 
nel Catalogo del Bandini," Studi Italiani di filologia classica 1 [1893] 
pp. 151f.; Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 31f.; Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 17; 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 154; Studies tn Sophocles p. 27). 
Old call numbers: Abbatia Florentina 2872, then 59. This old number 59 
is especially noteworthy, because Matthiae °* published scholia from this 
ms., or referred to it, with this number Fl. 59 and later Dindorf reprinted 
those scholia with the same symbol. Old owner: Antonio Corbinelli 
(1370/5—1425) : cf. Rudolf Blum, La biblioteca della Badia Fiorentina 
e $ codici di Antonio Corbinelly (Studi e Testi, 155. Città del Vaticano, 
1951) p. 102. Paper, 14'^ cent., 222 X 145 mm., 322 foll. On fol. 211", 
there is a note by a different hand, referring to 1372 A.D. — Fol. 3° Vita: 
arg. to Hec.; 4° Hecuba; 34" arg. to Orest.;** 43r Orestes; 80% arg. to 


°: Cf. Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae I (1813) p. vr. He used Franc. de Furia's 
collations; the scholia were published by Matthiae in his scholia volumes IV (1817) 
and V (1818). 

** Among the texts on fol. 35r-42v of Conv. Soppr. 98, there is on foll. 35: ff. 
& poem by Manuel Philes which seems to be identical with the poem published by 
C. B. Stark, “ Eine Tragódie des Manuel Philes," Neue Jahrbücher für Philologie 
und Pädagogik, Supplementband 14 (1848) pp. 448 ff. Cf. Krumbacher, Geschichte 
der byzantinischen Litteratur? pp. 775 f. The poem pertains to the death (1308 A.D.) 
of Ioannes, son of Andronicus II Palaeologus (cf. Averkios Th. Papadopulos, Versuch 
einer Genealogie der Palaiologen 1259-1453 [Diss. München, 1938] p. 38 under No. 
61; cf. Ae. Martini, Manuelis Philae carmina inedita [Atti della R. Accademia di 
archeologia, lettere e belle arti. vol. XX, Supplemento. Neapoli, 1900] p. 138). 

On fol. 407, there is a letter of the uéyas caxeAAdpios 6 MeXtryvwryns to the metro- 
politan of Philadelphia. It must be Theodorus Meliteniotes, on whom cf.: Krum- 
bacher, op. cit. pp. 135 f., 623; Friedrich Fuchs, Die höheren Schulen von Kon- 
&tantinopel im Mittelalter (Byzantinisches Archiv, 8. Leipzig-Berlin, 1928) p. 73; 
Giovanni Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone, especially pp. 172 ff. In 
view of the approximate chronology of Theodorus Meliteniotes' office as uéyas saxe- 
Aápios, the ms. seems to have been written in the third quarter of the 14th century, 
before 1372 a.p., the date of the note on fol. 211v. 
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Phoen., with some additional comments from various sources; 827—124" 
Phoenissae ; 124” arg. to Andromache (II p. 245.2-18 Schwartz); 125" 
Andromache (1-40). Scholia on Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae, mostly Mos- 
chopulean, with many other scholia, which can be easily found in Matthiae 
or Dindorf,” and which are the subject of the following discussion. 


If that scholium on Hec. 87 appears in Y with the Planudean mark of 
authorship and reappears in Yf, the inference would suggest itself that 
perhaps Yf contains many other Planudean scholia among its many peculiar 
scholia that are not identifiable from other recensions. There is in Yf & 
very unusual explicit reference to Planudes that may be considered a proof 
that the scribe of Yf was a scholar in some learned scriptorium which was 
influenced by the Planudean scholarship and preserved notes from Planudes' 
classes or courses. I refer to a scholium on Hec. 167 (p. 262.9 Dindorf): 
Kai dudorepa puxpà ypade. ô k(vp) nafquos.?* There is not the slightest doubt 
that this is a reference to Maximus Planudes,? who—as we know ?? and 
as we shall see elsewhere (cf. below, p. 72) — was quite interested in pro- 
sodical subtleties. Of course, the note of Planudes postulates reading Hec. 
167 dwoAécar' óAécar! (instead of drwAécar’ oAécar' or instead of using only 
one o- in either word). 


The next step toward corroborating the idea that the great amount of 
peculiar scholia in Yf is Planudean would be a search for coincident scholia 
of Y, which in its specific features is admittedly a vehicle of Planudean 
scholarship, and of Yf. The beginning of Orestes in both manuscripts will 
provide us with a rich harvest of concurrent peculiar scholia. I state 
explicitly that I give below only a selection of more characteristic material. 


Schol. Orest. 2 (cf. Dindorf II p. 31.4—6: I quote the text of Y and add 
variants of Yf) waOos Aéyerat tò owparwóv voonpa, olov AwBn xai érepa, Goa 
aro Tov gwparos avadidovra’ ovupopà è ÜcjAaros 1) Grd Oeov mepropévy’ Aowuós 
(ita Y: olov Aouuxóv voonua YÍ), Aus kai émSpouy eOvav (ita Y: érdp. 
vierou Yf). It is interesting that both in Y and Yf the scholium is added, 
most probably by the original writers of the respective manuscripts, in a 


°° In general, a survey of the scholia published for the first time by Matthiae is 
given in & convenient manner in the Glasgow edition: Euripidis opera omnia ez 
editionibus praestantissimis VIII (Glasguae, 1821) pp. 315-500 (for the triad). 

** Surprisingly enough, this note reappears in the ms. Paris 2804 fol. 8r (cf. below, 
p. 143). 

*' This was observed by Dindorf I p. xix, with some erroneous implications. 
Dindorf seems to imply that the remark in question stemmed from Thomas and 
that it was "fragmentum annotationis alieno loco illatum." However, the entire 
scholium on Hec. 167/8 (p. 262.9-11) stands in Yf in perfect order. First, the above 
metrical remark deals with the beginning of Hec. 107; then, the continuation of 
the scholium is a comment on the following text Hec. 167/8. 

** Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 123. 
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subsequent stage of supplementing additional scholia. The later writing 
in Y is shown by a more cursive character, which is & feature of almost 
all peculiar scholia in Y, and the same situation holds true of peculiar 
scholia in Yf. They are written in Yf in a more careless way, which dis- 
tinguishes them from the regular script of the basic set of Moschopulean 
scholia of Yf. i 

Schol. Orest. 26 (unpublished by Matthiae or Dindorf) ùy è tporwy xdpw 
é$óvevae rovrov, où KaAdy kal ob ceuvóv xpaypa Vxápxe A€yew époi rjj rapÜ€vo- 
dö roUro dAexrov Èy rQ Kov egre OKomeiv Kai voeiy TOUTO* wdyTes yàp éyivockor 
riv potxecav. Added in a different ductus (as mentioned above) in Y and Yf. 

Schol. Orest. 31 (p. 43.30—31 Dind.; this is an interlinear scholium in 
Y and Yf) obx åraðys (it begins with dwe85s in Yf) yevóuevos, sapaxovaas 
TO 'AxóAÀAovt Y YF. 

Schol. Orest. 32 (p. 44.13-18 Dind.) scov 57 Svavrat ai yuvaixes eis $óvor 
wpaf£at, aowep adivaros 4 yvvaweía ow peradraBeiv dóvov. Tocovroy érpaga 
ócov dy yv Tis épydogra, ovuBovAcioaca, wapafappivaca, Vxouv]jcaca Tov 
vaTpós. ov yàp atroxeip yéyove xaxeivn (ita Y: kdxeívo. Yf) eis rov pórov ris 
pytpes, GAXA Adyous wapwpunce iorapévn CCoÜcv kai weptoxorwovoa. In both mss. 
Y and Yf, the scholium was written additionally. The scholium, to be sure, 
is inspired by the old scholium (p. 101.1-13 Schwartz), there are even 
verbatim agreements of some passages, but nonetheless it is a peculiar 
scholium. 

Schol. Orest. 42 an interlinear scholium oi “EAAnves ovvexyos kai oyedov 
kaÜnuépay éAovovro in Y. There is a somewhat longer scholium (p. 47.8—10 
Dind.) oix éxa8apícÓn të mpocemy: ovx éviyaro (the regular Moschopulean 
gloss yovv o)k évijaro appears also in Y): 4 ov« éAoícaro- oi yàp “EAAnves 
cvvexos Kai axebóv xa” juépav éAovovro in Yf. 

Schol. Orest. 70 (p. 51.19 Dind.) dropov xp5jua vrdpxe 6 Sopos r&v vo- 
TvxoUvTov, yovv rovs OvorvyoUvras obOe(s dor ó BoyÜav avrovs ita Yf: Hyow 
ToUs ÜvarvxoUvras oleis eat 6 Bonfav [avrovs] Y. 

Schol. Orest. 71 (p. 52, note on line 5, Dind.) 6cAovsa iva Avmjog ri 
'HAékrpavy, 7j 'EAévy vrojuuvjoke: abriy TOU THs pNTpòs TpóTepov ÓvópaTOs. dus 
& wavy zpos adAnAas BA€rover kai obre dowaLovras GAAnAGS ovre wpoadovovaw. 
dvadifovea aùroùs (-jy YÍ) A€ye ws pytpodevras (-ras Y ex corr.) YYf. The 
scholium is based on old scholia (p. 103.23, 104.11 Schwartz). 

Schol. Orest. 80 (p. 54.9-11 Dind.) 4 réyn péon A€éis éari xai éri Svoruxias 
AapBaverar (-vopern YÍ) xai èm. ebruyias, ws (ws rat Yf) 7) óapi] xal èri ebwSias 
AapBaverar kai êri Svowdias Y Yf. 

Schol. Orest. 93 (p. 59.4-5 Dind.) exo) A€yerar 5j dBea kai 5j dpyia. 
doxoXia 0€ raya 7) ok €yovaa axoA3y kai ddeav, dAAG éxovoa Epyov rv Y YÍ. 

Schol. Orest. 115 (p. 63.11-19 Dind.) eis rpía Starpeirar ô olvos* eis rò 


Ld b b . - 
avOos, eis avróv Tov olvoy kai eis rov Tpvyíav. kai avOos piv TÒ éxdvw roù wüÜov, 
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jyovv Tò vperov, olvos 8 rò pécov, rpvyías 8 ġ 0A yovv rò (ita Yf: ro Y) 
Kdro. woaltws kai TÒ alpa eis tpia Kal TÓ ydÀa. Kai rò uiv kaÜaporaroy (ita Y: 
-wrepov YÍ) rov alparos droreAcitat eis TÒ wap eis TO Sefiov pépos, TÒ 5é xvoo- 
Séorarov (xvwd. Yf) eis ryv xoAndoxov (xoX8. YYL) xvorw, ô B& rpvyias eis 
tov omia. (eis Tiv or. è ô tp. Yf). woavrws kai (ita Y : xai eis YÉ) ró ydAa* 
rò pè kaÜapóraroy (ita Y : -órepoy Yf) xai Avro8€ararov rò (ita Yf: xai rò Y) 
érdyo, Omep yiveraı Bovtupos, ro (ita Y : 6 Yf) 8& uéaov 6 dppds, ro 0€ xarwHev 
ws Tpvyías, Orep mowi tov rvpóv YYf. It is symptomatic of the scholarship 
of that time to elaborate remarks concerning physiology, chemistry, etc. 
Medical topics also occur elsewhere in scholia which we presume to be 
Planudean. 

Schol. Orest. 126 (cf. p. 65.30—66.4 Dind.) © póoıs (lemma om. Yf): 
QUow (4 $ícu Yf) Styws Adyeras (ita Y: Aaufdvera, Yf) xai éwi xadov kai 
éri $asAov* éxa Tis iow kay (-A& Y) doris čv áyaD0s, Tjepos, mpaos, Bias. 
éxe xai (xai om. Yf) érepos iat xaxyy* 6 kAémrrgs, Ô nouos, 0 wopvos (6 s. 
om. Y), 6 adios. rovro ý 'HAékrpa A€ye éyravÜa- à vos, ws kai Alay péya 
Kaxov tadpxes éy Trois dvOpwros, Trois yàp (ita Y: ye Yf) xaxes ryv diow 
Xpwpevas dyÜponmrow péya kakóv Vrdpxes, awripiv TE Tpaypa vrápxes TQ KEKTY- 
pén kas abrjw, Ñyovv émudeMis inpyes rà xas xpupénp abrjv (iyow — 
avTyv om. Yf) YYt. 

Incidentally, it is obvious from the variants indicated in the above scholia 
that Y and Yf do not depend on each other, but that they stem from a 
common source. 

A very interesting element in the scholia which we assume to be Planu- 
dean is & reference in the scholia of Yf to Eustathius of Thessalonica, 
something that perfectly fits the learned scholar of Planudes’ rank. There 
is in Yf fol. 25" a scholium on Hec. 905 (p. 442.11): Sn (pelwoa) TÒ maTpis 
yovv dmó ToU waTpos kaAeira, jj warpis. mös 88 ov kaAeira, kal dwd Tis pNTpds 
Bytpis ws matpis; kai pow 6 GOccgaAovíkgs Gt. awo pèv ro) warpos éAaBe TO 
Óvoua THs mwatpidos, oUk éxAnOn St kai dprevixws 6 sárpos  GAAO Ti: awd 82 THs 
pyrpos éAaBe riv KAiow (KAq- Yf) xai xAiveras ÜgAvkos xrA.— Dindorf p. 442, 
note, identified ó @ecaaAovixns as Eustathius of Thessalonica. He could have 
been more positive in this correct identification, for the above scholium 
actually refers to Eustath. Jl. p. 253.1. This is a welcome example of the 
interest with which Eustathius was studied and known in the Planudean 
school or among the grammarians of that century in general.” 


** On Eustathius’ comments on Homer, derived from his Homeric commentary and 
quoted with authorship reference as above in the scholia of the Iliad ms. Leipzig, 
UniversitAts-Bibliothek, graec. 32 (once no. 1275): cf. Ernst Maass, “Die Ilias- 
scholien des codex Lipsiensis," Hermes 19 (1884) pp. 267 f. — On Eustathius' com- 
ments on Aristophanes appearing with the same authorship reference amóng scholia 
in some Aristophanean manuscripts, cf. now W. J. W. Koster et D. Holwerda, 
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The ms. Yf, whose peculiar Planudean scholia can easily be noticed in 
Matthiae or Dindorf whenever covered by the symbol Fl. 59 alone, is the 
most abundant and the most important carrier of the Planudean scholia. 

It should be mentioned here that 3:lanudean scholia of the same character 
"as those of Yf (Laur. Conv. Soppr. 98) appear in the ms. Yn: 


Yn = Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.37 (no. 194 in Cyrillus, Codices 
graeci mss. Regiae Bibliothecae Borbonicae II p. 183). Paper (bombycine), 
14th cent., 245 X 165 mm., 123 foll., written by several hands. — Fol. 2r Vita; 
2° arg. to Hec.; 3' Hecuba 1-23. This part seems to be a later replacement. 
Thereupon follows the original codex: fol. 4" Hecuba (217—261, 336—384, 
262—335, 385—end) ; 27* arg. to Orest.; 27% Orestes; 62% arg. to Phoen.; 
637-92» Phoentssae. The poetic text is perhaps originally an old text, but 
heavily interpolated with Moschopulean and Thoman readings. There are 
many Moschopulean and Planudean scholia of the same character as in Yf; 
they appear from fol. 4" on, beginning with schol. Hec. 240 (p. 277.13-18 
Dind.). There are also some old scholia and some peculiar scholia. The 
whole set of scholia in this ms. presents a quite unusual picture. Though 
Yn in Planudean scholia agrees closely with Yf, it is independent of Yf 
(anyway, Yn looks older than Yf) and seems to have derived its similar 
Planudean scholia from a common source: cf. schol. Orest. 2 (p. 31.6 Dind.) 
érSpoun vierou Yf (émip. deroù corr. Matthiae), erroneously: émibpou &vov 
Y and Yn, correctly (see above, p. 57). 'The ms. Yn has some value as 
paralleling the evidence of Yf for Planudean scholia, but in the course of 
my further discussion of Planudean scholia I disregard it as duplicating 
the testimony of Yf. 

Before I make a few more specific remarks on the character of the Planu- 
dean scholia, I should like to follow up our investigation of the diffusion 
of Planudean scholia in Euripidean manuscripts. In that respect, we shall 
have to search for some more manuscripts that are vehicles of Planudean 
scholia. In this pursuit, we should bear in mind that, since both Y and Yf 
exhibit a Moschopulean poetic text and Moschopulean scholia and Planu- 
dean scholia in addition to them, most probably there was no special Planu- 
dean poetic text in existence so that our search will be devoid of a clue in 
the form of a peculiar poetic text of Euripides. 


A notable contribution to our knowledge of the existence and diffusion 
of Planudean scholia is provided by the ms. Wolfenbüttel (the so-called 
Guelpherbytanus) Gudianus graec. 15, which gained considerable renown 


Mnemosyne ser. IV, vol. 7 (1954) pp. 138 ff. — It is pertinent to remind the reader 
that in a younger branch of the Sophoclean manuscript transmission there are 
interpolations derived from Eustathius: ef. Turyn, Studies tn Sophocles p. 120.— 
On the range of Eustathius’ interest in Euripides, cf. below, pp. 304 ff. 
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through Matthiae and Dindorf in the field of scholia (cf. above, p. 21). 'The 
Planudean element in the Wolfenbüttel ms. has not been discovered so far, 
and only now, after some spade work done in this direction in the mss. Y 
and Yf, are we in a position to evaluate more adequately the scholia of the 
Wolfenbüttel ms., whose disparate formation was only partly illustrated by 
Dindorf. First, we begin with the description of the ms. 


Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibliothek, cod. Gudianus graec. 15 (No. 
4202 in Franz Koehler — Gustav Milchsack, Die Gudischen Handschriften 
[Die Handschriften der Herzoglichen Bibliothek zu Wolfenbüttel beschrie- 
ben von Otto von Heinemann, IV. Wolfenbüttel, 1913] p. 9; Dindorf, 
Scholia Eurip. I pp. xvff.). Paper, 14'^ cent. (fol. 4-98) and 15'^ cent. 
(fol. 1-3, 100-138), 300 x 215 mm., 140 foll. (fol. 99, 139, 140 being 
blank), 24 lines for the triad, 16 lines for Andromache. Perhaps the ms. 
was once owned by Petrus de Montagnana (1478) and presented by him 
to the library S. Giovanni in Viridario in Padua.’ The ms. consists of 
two parts: the older one of the 14!^ century containing the triad (fol. 4—98, 
with fol. 1-3 being a later replacement), and a later part of the late 15t 
century (fol. 100—138), containing Andromache. 'The replacement at the 
beginning (to be disregarded in the analysis of the ms.) contains: fol. 1° 
Vita; arg. to Hec.; 27-3" Hecuba (1-90), with Moschopulean scholia and 
other comments. The original part containing the triad begins fol. 4r. For 
the triad in this original part of the codex, we are using two different sym- 
bols that are explained below with more detail: Gr. for the first hand which 
wrote the poetic text and scholia in the same handwriting — and Gu. for 
the other hand which wrote additionally many scholia in minute char- 
acters. — Fol. 4" Hecuba (90—end) ; 27" Thomano-Triclinian arg. to Orest. 
(by Gu.) ; 27” Moschopulean arg. to Orest. (by Gr.) ; 28" Orestes; 637 argu- 
ments to Phoen. (Moschopulean by Gr., and Thomano-Triclinian by Gu.) ; 
63v—98r Phoenissae. In the later part: fol. 100r arg. to Androm.; 1017-138" 
Andromache. Byzantine scholia on the triad, by two hands (Gr. and Gu.). 
Old scholia on Andromache. 


The text of Andromache descends from P (= Palat. 287). Cf. e.g. 
agreements of P and Wolfenbüttel: Androm. 66 wAéxovot viv, 167 mep- 
areipovoay, 260 aiuaros, 210 yóvos.'! We are disregarding the Andromache 
part of the Wolfenbüttel ms., and also the later replacement of the lost 
beginning Hec. 1-90. 


100 Cf, Iacobus Philippus Tomasini, Bibliothecae Patavinae manvscriptae pvblicae 
& privatae (Vtini, 1639) p. 20. 

101 [t seems that the text and scholia of Andromache in the Wolfenbüttel ms. 
were repeated in the Andromache of the former ms. Turin, Bibl. Naz., C.V.3 (No. 
112 in Josephus Pasinus, Antonius Rivautella, & Franciscus Berta, Codices manu- 
scripti Bibliothecae Regii Taurinensis Athenaei [Manuscriptorum codicum Biblio- 
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In the main original part of the volume, containing the triad (Hec. 90- 
end, Orest., Phoen.), there are scholia by two hands. The first hand, that 
of the scribe who wrote the poetic text throughout the ms., wrote in rela- 
tively large characters interlinear and marginal scholia and glosses on the 
three plays (beginning with Hec. 90). Following the example of Dindorf, 
we shall use the symbol Gr. for that first original hand of the Wolfenbiittel 
ms., both for the poetic text and the first hand scholia written in larger 
characters. The scholia of Gr., whether interlinear or marginal, are written 
in red on folios 4'-69" (on Hec. 90—end, Orest., Phoen. 1-323) —and in 
black on folios 707-98" (on Phoen. 324-1763) .1° 


Another hand of the 14'^ cent. wrote additionally in the main part of 
the codex, on folios 4'-98', glosses and scholia on Hec. 90—end, Orest., 
Phoen., and also extra arguments to Orest. and Phoen., all of it in minute 
characters, in black ink. We again use, in accordance with Dindorf, the 
symbol Gu. for this additional writing of scholia and glosses in minute 
characters. 


The character of the two distinctly separate sets of scholia in the Wolfen- 


thecae Regii Taurinensis Athenaei pars I. Taurini, 1749] p. 216). This ms. was 
destroyed in the fire of 1904 (it is not listed in Gaetano De Sanctis, “ Inventario 
dei codici superstiti greci e latini antichi della Biblioteca Nazionale di Torino," 
Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica 32 [1904] pp. 406, 429; it is likewise 
missing in Giuseppe Mazzatinti — Albano Sorbelli, Inventari dei manoscritti delle 
biblioteche d'Italia 28 [Firenze, 1922] p. 40). It was a paper ms., 16% cent., 163 
foll.; it contained, on fol. 141-163, Andromache with an argument and some inter- 
linear and marginal notes. The agreement of that Turin ms. with the Wolfenbüttel 
ms. appears in the collations of Matthiae, Eur. trag. VII (1823), and in his edition 
of the scholia on Andromache (Matthiae V [1818] pp. 544 ff.). Cf. also the scholia 
edition of Dindorf IV pp. 120 ff. (he used there the symbols G for the Wolfenbüttel 
ms. and T for this Turin ms.) ; cf. Dindorf I p. xxvi note s (end). It seems safe 
to assume that the Turin text of the Andromache was simply copied from the 
Wolfenbüttel ms. Cf. Evaldus Bruhn, '"Lucubrationum Euripidearum capita se- 
lecta," Jahrbücher. für classische Philologie 15. Supplementband (Leipzig, 1887) 
p. 255; Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragódie p. 209 note 
176. — On the scholia on Andromache in the Wolfenbüttel ms., cf. below, p. 376. 

103 [t looks as if the scribe Gr. turned to black ink simply because he ran out of 
red ink (cf. Dindorf I p. xvi note j). The basic reason for Gr. to use red ink was 
perhaps to distinguish the scholia which he copied from one source from additions 
to be made afterwards from another source. This would parallel the case, e.g., of 
the Sophocles ms. Paris 2711 in which the scribe intended to use red ink for Thoman 
scholia and black ink for Triclinian ones (cf. Aubreton, Démétrius Triclinius et les 
recensions médiévales de Sophocle pp. 36, 47 ff., 118 ff.). We may also surmise that 
Gu. was a contemporary of Gr. and that it was the intention of the scriptorium to 
include in this ms. an extensive compilation of scholia from various sources. The 
fact that, as we shall see, both Gr. and Gu. had Planudean scholia at their disposal 
shows that perhaps the whole plan of the ms. with regard to scholia originated in 
one scriptorium. 


Google 


THE SCHOLIA OF MAXIMUS PLANUDES 63 


büttel ms. attracted the attention of the scholars of the past and subse- 
quently gave impetus to an analysis of their components.!?* The distinction 
of several groups in the Wolfenbüttel scholia was somehow sensed by Mat- 
thiae (Eurip. trag. IV [1817] p. v). Then Dindorf (Schol. Eurip. I pp. 
xv ff.) analyzed the codex and formulated his view concerning the character 
of the two groups of scholia. He stated that the first hand scholia Gr. were 
Moschopulean, while the scholia of the other hand Gu. were Thoman. This 
is predominantly true, but it is only partly correct. 

Indeed, the first hand Gr. wrote mainly Moschopulean scholia, although 
occasionally Gr. wrote also some other scholia, which we shall discuss below. 
Since the poetic text of Gr. is, on the whole, Moschopulean (cf. below, p. 
164), we can assume that the Moschopulean scholia of Gr. belonged together 
with the text of Gr. to some predominantly Moschopulean source that Gr. 
was copying. 

To be sure, the other hand Gu. supplemented mainly Thoman scholia.!9?* 
And it seems that Gu. derived his Thoman scholia from a Triclinian copy 
(not from a Thoman one). Moreover (and this is an essential point 
which Dindorf failed to notice), if the first hand Gr. omitted a Moscho- 
pulean scholium, then Gu. would supplement the missing Moschopulean 
scholium.!?* This shows that the mere fact of a scholium being written by 
Gu. does not in each case necessarily mean that a given scholium is Thoman. 
A scholium may be written by Gu. and still be, e.g., Moschopulean. This 
situation proves the great deficiency of Dindorf's principle of distinguishing 
the authorship of scholia on the basis only of their being written by Gr. or 
by Gu., as the case may be.?° 


103 Cf. above, p. 21. 

196 Eg. (just to quote one example), schol. Thom. Hec. 349 (p. 307.1 “Opa — 5). 
Most of the scholia supplemented by Gu. (regardless of their origin) have an initial 
capital projected to the left (if they are written as marginal scholia), in the well- 
known Thoman way (cf. above, p. 41). But this capitalization is not indicative of 
the origin of & given scholium written by Gu. 

1*5 Cf. schol. Thom. Hec. 550 (p. 355.27) éxAnwréoy T and Gu.: vonréor Z. 

1** E.g., schol. Moschop. Hec. 433 (p. 320.9-11) ; Hec. 1027 (p. 469.32 — 470.5). 

107 It should be pointed out that the scribe Gu. was conscious that he was mainly 
supplementing Thoman scholia and, occasionally, also Moschopulean scholia, for on 
fol. 22r (top) he wrote above the Thoman scholium on Hec. 1027 (p. 470.17 rovro — 
25 $óro» Gu.: the Thoman scholium actually ends in p. 470.24 xaxó» in Z) the mark 
pay (()erp(ov). In the neighboring column, Gu. wrote above the scholium on Hec. 
1025 (p. 469.10-21) the mark xpár(-»:). This suggests that obviously he attributed 
that scholium to Manuel Moschopulus, who was occasionally quoted as nephew of 
Nicephorus Moschopulus, metropolitan of Crete (cf. above, p. 38 note 58). Tp be 
sure, this scholium on Hec. 1025 is not Moschopulean (and it is not Thoman either) — 
it belongs to those peculiar scholia of which so many were written by Gu, None- 
theless, the mark xpjr(7s) shows that Gu. knew that he was occasionally dealing 
with Moschopulean scholia. 
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Furthermore, there are in the Wolfenbüttel ms., both by Gr. and by Gu., 
some scholia that are neither Moschopulean nor Thoman and that seem to 
belong to some entirely different tradition of scholia. Especially at the 
beginning of the original ms., as it is preserved now, on fol. 4'-8" (Hec. 
90-329), the scribe Gr. wrote mostly some peculiar scholia ; then, beginning 
with fol. 9" (from Hec. 330 on), Gr. seems to follow the regular set of 
Moschopulean scholia. The other hand Gu. shows peculiar scholia through- 
out the ms. 

It appears to be a very interesting task to detect the origin of those 
peculiar scholia written either by Gr. or by Gu. — scholia stemming from 
outside the standard Moschopulean and Thoman sets. We shall begin with 
the peculiar scholia of Gr. 

Let us eonsider the scholium on Hec. 258 (p. 282.15-17 Dind.) written 
in the Wolfenbüttel ms. by Gr.: 6 drdp avv8eopos ypaderat kal wapa morais 
kal mapa Tois Kowols dyri ToU y dpyov. TüÜera, Ó€ eis apynvy KwAov (xoAov Gr.), 
TÒ 8 ôy eis réAos Gr. In the Planudean Naples ms. Y, there is the following 
scholium (added in a more cursive script) : ó drdp xai ó 8€ aivdeopo Tò abro 
65Aovot* Stadep(ovor) 86 xara rovro, Ort Ó pèv árdp vourwós gT, ô 8€ 8€ kowos: 
xai 6 pév áráp mpordacerat, 6 0€ 8€ vrordcoera, Y. It is a symptomatic coinci- 
dence that we have in the Wolfenbüttel ms. (by Gr.) and in the Planudean 
ms. Y a scholium on the word drap and that the comment in both mss. is 
in some respects similar (though in Gr. reference is made to $y, and in 
Y to &). 

Then, there is a scholium by Gr. on Hec. 159 (p. 260.7 Dind.) : apive 
TO éxdix@ kai BonOa oriy’ ápvvouat Tov éyOpov pov ádvri ToU koàdw, det airuarucg 
Gr. (I disregard the rest of the scholium). This beginning of that scholium 
by Gr. is paralleled in Y by an added marginal note on the same verse: 
apvvopat To Borba orx) onpaive: apvvopar 66 TÒ Tiwwpw airiarixy Y. And the 
same comment appears in Planudes, Iepi ypapparixyns 9idAoyos (Ludovicus 
Bachmannus, Anecdota Graeca II [Lipsiae, 1828] p. 91.35) : ’Apive ris 
rut BorOav: dpiverar 8€ twa Truuopov kai paxópevos. This certainly is again a 
peculiar coincidence of Gr., Y, and Planudes. 

Schol. Gr. Hec. 313 (p. 296.16-17, 19-20 Dind.) ravra otrws eyes rà X 
(fys oÜres: Tovro A€yerar karà pyTopas ámoÜegis ràv AexÜcvrov Kai €vapius rav 
AexOnoonevwy Gr.: in the Naples ms. Y, there is above ew, in the first 
careful script, the Moschopulean gloss éore ravra (it appears also in Z), 
to which the more cursive writing added àzo6«ou rov pybévrwv kal évapéw 
Tày fy8ncouévov (and, in the margin, oxgpa ebxpweias) Y. The parallelism 
of Gr. and Y is obvious. And, on top of this, there is even a little longer 
note by Gu. on the same subject (p. 296.17—19 Dind.) : yovv ravra otros 
€xovgiy. éote Ó€ TO elev THS TpwTys évvoia; ároÜerixóv, doxTuov 86 THS petà Tatra. 
€a T. Ce drobects TO oxypa Arti) Kal (roo Gu. This points to the presence 
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of Planudean scholia also in Gu. — a question which I am going to discuss 
below. At any rate, the inference from the agreements of Y and Gr. in 
scholia, as exemplified above, seems to be that scholia of Gr., if they are 
not Moschopulean (as they mostly are) or otherwise identifiable, should be 
considered Planudean. 

The scholia of Gu. are a very disparate and interesting formation. As 
I said before, Gu. was anxious to supplement scholia which Gr. did not 
write. Accordingly, in most cases Gu. supplemented Thoman scholia (as it 
seems, in the Triclinian version), but added also Moschopulean scholia if 
Gr. failed to write them. But how about peculiar scholia of Gu.? In one 
case above, I hinted that an agreement of Y, Gr., Gu., in a concordant 
scholium implied the possibility of Planudean scholia in Gu. I should like 
to adduce more coincidences of Y and Gu. in the inclusion of scholia that 
are not identified with any of the known recensions. 

Schol. Hec. 219 (p. 272.17 Dind.): in Y (after the regularly written 
Moschopulean gloss yovv ryv reAewÓcicay, pertaining to the correct reading 
xpavÜecay adopted by Moschopulus, but not followed by Y which gives the 
frequent fault xpa6eicav), we read in the more cursive script this scholium: 
kAupoÜcicavy. éxi cvuflovAgs ávri ToU cvykvpuÜecay* €voÜccav: petadoptxas 
A€yerat awd peradopas rov avykipvopévov vypov Kat eis ty vwpévwv* olvov xai 
iSaros, ÓCovs kai péAtTos, kai TOY Ópotov (xai T. òp. om. Gu.). xai yàp 5j BovA3 
è évavrioupevwy kai áporepoyvopovoóyroy votat kai ovvdogaterar Y : évwhcioay 
ámó uera$opàs — ovvdogaferar Gu. 

We have noticed a coincidence between the presumably Planudean ms. 
Yf and Gu. and a grammatical treatise by Planudes. This is the evidence — 
schol. Hec. 996 (cf. p. 463.26-29 for Yf, p. 463.18—21 for Gu.): rò viv 
ávri ToU 84 mapamAnpwpatixds (-kos YÍ) ovvderpuos ori, kai oi dAdo. bn, pa, vv. 
óray ovv €yy €pmpoaÜey avrov þpwvjev, épeAxvorixoy oti ToU. (róy Yf) v, orav 
Se avpdwvov, éxAeérei, ws TO OTW obrus, uéxpt pexpis, kal rà Erepa YT: rÓ viv 
obx éaT. xpovixoy éyravÜa, dAAG avyrepaaparwOy, avti ToU y Aau[Javopevov, warrep 
Kal TO vv TapamAnpopaTuóy. xpuvrat È TÒ vv uóvov oi rotnTai Kat Aoyorovot Gu.?* 
These concurrent scholia of Yf and Gu. relate the rule formulated by 
Maximus Planudes, Mep ypoapparucjs 9:4Aoyos (Bachmann, Anecdota graeca 
II p. 60.23): To vov, 5vixa 99Aoi Tò dpriws, érippgpa Ov, paxpov Té ¿oTi xai 
TépurTüTaA* jvika avrt TOU vv TaparAnpwpaTiKod gvvOécuov, avvÓcapos TyvikaUra 
ywopevov, Bpaxvverai re kai éyxAtverat. xai SopoxAys (Attar 87) * aiya wy éaros. 
Kai Ebpuriógs (Hec. 006) * caaov vvv abróy.1?? 


108 The different conclusion of the scholium printed by Dindorf p. 463.20/21, 
together with its continuation p. 463.21-25, stems from Arsenius who took it over 
from Triclinius. Triclinius marked the whole scholium p. 463.18-25 as tyuérepor 
(T fol. 36v). 

109 For the different views of Planudes and Thomas on Soph. Aiax 87, cf. Turyn, 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 121. 
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The most striking and eloquent proof that Gu. used Planudean material 
is provided by the copyist Gu. himself in a comment ™° on Hec. 145 p. 
257.26 (on ixéris yovárov) : oUro AapBavopevn éu0cv ý Sia avvrakréov* ov yàp 
Ta yóvara égeAÀe wapaxaAeiv, dAAà Ŝe éxeiyov ixerevgew ékeiyoy. oro voel rà 
wept Tovrov Ó Kipis pagios (ex pagapos corr.) Gu. Quite obviously, this is a 
reference to Maximus Planudes, of the same kind as is found in Yf (cf. 
above, p. 57). I think that, considering the concurrent scholia in Y and Gu. 
as well as this explicit reference to Planudes in Gu., we shall not err in 
attributing the unidentifiable scholia of Gu. to Planudes. If, as it appears 
now, both Gr. and Gu. carried, among other scholia, also Planudean scholia, 
then a supposition would be perhaps permissible that possibly Gu. is a con- 
temporary of Gr. and that the Wolfenbiittel ms. in its entire execution, 
both by Gr. and by Gu., was brought into existence in some learned scrip- 
torium where the tradition of Planudean scholarship was especially strong. 

The above case of the Planudean scholium on Hec. 145, furnished by 
Gu., leads us further in the investigation of other possible carriers of 
Planudean scholia. In a longer “ paraphrase” of Hec. 98-153 published 
by Arsenius (p. 245.17—246.25 Dindorf, the Dindorf symbol for Arsenius 
being J), we read an explanation of Hec. 145 quite similar to that of 
Planudes in Gu. The essential passage of the Arsenian paraphrase reads 
(p. 246.19 Dind.): xá0meo wxapaxAntpia To? 'Ayauégvovos 81a r&v yovárov 
abro) SyAovert. Now, if the mention in Gu. is true, then the inference would 
suggest itself that perhaps this Arsenian paraphrase —and possibly other 
unidentifiable paraphrases in Arsenius — are Planudean in their substance. 
Another striking case of an agreement of Gu. and that very same paraphrase 
appears in the scholium of Gu. on Hec. 148 (p. 258.10—15 Dind.) which 
coincides in substance with the conclusion of that Arsenian paraphrase 
p. 246.21-25 Dindorf." 

We have to devote a few words to the paraphrases in the scholia on the 
triad, for they present an interesting and important problem. 

By paraphrases in our scholia we mean continuous renderings of the 
meaning of a longer passage, usually covering several lines or even scores 
of lines. Such longer paraphrases, preceded by the verse number references 
to the beginning and end of the passage in question, are quite conspicuous 
in Dindorf and can easily be noticed: e.g., schol. Hec. 1-58 (I p. 218 
Dind.), Orest. 866-956 (II p. 220), Phoen. 657—675 (III p. 184). In most 
cases, we know those paraphrases from Arsenius who printed them in his 
comprehensive scholia edition,!!? in a few cases giving them exactly the 


110 The above comment was pointed out by Dindorf I p. xix, who mistakenly 
thought that it was a Thoman scholium. 

111 The coincidence was noticed by Dindorf I p. 246 note on line 21. 

11 Arsenius printed his scholia from the ms. B (Paris 2713: cf. below, p. 87), 
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headline Ilapaġpaoıs (cf. Arsenius fol. 3" to schol. Hec. 1-58, 5Y Hec. 59- 
97, 7 Hec. 98-153, 81” Orest. 356). The Arsenius scholia are printed 
or collated in the Dindorf edition (with the symbol 7), but we are concerned 
here mainly with those paraphrases that so far have been known only 
through Arsenius, i.e., those which in Dindorf carry at the end the symbol 
I only? 

The term rapáġpaoıs as applied in the above meaning was used by Thomas 
himself in a cross reference in his scholium on Orest. 988 (p. 247.18/19 
Dind.) dowep épapev èv Tj Tapaópáce,!* meaning his own paraphrase oi 
Orest. 982-1012 (p. 244.11-245.1 + p. 253.8-25 Dind., written continuously 
in Z) and referring in particular to the passage p. 244.14-19 Dind." 
Dindorf I p. xx11 thought that there was a general paraphrase of the three 
plays divided into larger portions by Arsenius and composed by Thomas 
and some other grammarian and by Arsenius: “. . . Arsenius Hecubae, 
Orestis et Phoenissarum adjunxit Paraphrasin in partes quasdam ampliores 
divisam, partim ab Thoma, partim ab alio recentissimo aliquo grammatico, 
partim etiam, ut videtur, ab Arsenio ipso ex scholiastarum annotationibus 
et glossematis interlinearibus compositam." 'This statement is only correct 
in so far as there are in Arsenius many paraphrases which do not stem from 
Thomas, but they are not by Arsenius and have to be identified with regard 
to their source. 

In looking through longer paraphrastic Byzantine scholia in the Dindorf 
edition, I noticed very few Moschopulean paraphrases, e.g., schol. Phoen. 


from a Triclinian copy, and from the ms. Yv (Venice 469), which I discuss below, 
p. 98. In printing the scholia of B, he first reproduced the Byzantine scholia of 
the later replacement at the beginning of B, and then, of course, reprinted the 
original “old” scholia of B. In printing the scholia of his Triclinian copy, he 
reproduced the Moschopulean, Thoman, and Triclinian scholia of the Triclinian 
commentary. Cf. Dindorf I pp. xxi f. 

7! But I wish to stress specifically that I have in mind in this connection para- 
phrases with the symbol J only, and it is to be borne in mind that often Dindorf 
also prints scholia of other origin, e.g., Triclinian scholia, from Arsenius alone. 
To quote just an example of this kind, the Triclinian scholium on Orest. 189 (p. 
79.2-7) is attested in Dindorf with I only (Dindorf, ad locum, recognized the 
Triclinian character of the scholium). 

+16 This part of the scholium faded out in Z, but can be read in that same Thoman 
scholium in T. 

118 It seems that in the Palaeologe&n period cívrats was often the term applied 
to a paraphrastic scholium. There is a prefix ovvrafis in T, e.g., to Mosch. schol. 
Orest. 973 (p. 241.27 — 242.6), 982 (p. 243.3-6), Thom. schol. Orest. 082—994b (p. 
244.11-26), 995-1012 (p. 244.26 — 245.1 + p. 253.8-25). A prefix 4 odvragis appears 
in Z, e.g., to the Thoman schol. Hec. 1084 +1081 (p. 481.13-17 + p. 480.17-20), 
Orest. 982-1012 (p. 244.11 — 245.1 +p. 253.8-25). We should also remember the 
formula 4 eírrati abr; at the beginning of the Planudean scholium on Soph. Aias 
14 (cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 117). 
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202-215 (p. 92.15—21), Phoen. 657—675 (p. 184.15-25), also few Thoman 
paraphrases, e.g., schol. Orest. 982-1012 (p. 244.11-245.1 + p. 253.8—25), 
Phoen. 1019-1066 (p. 272.23—273.19 + p. 278.4—279.6 05Baío). The over- 
whelming majority of the longer paraphrases are attested in Dindorf with 
the symbol J only and, accordingly, have been known up to now from 
Arsenius only: e.g., cf. schol. Hec. 1-58 (p. 218—219.29), 59-97 (p. 233.3— 
234.2), 98-153 (p. 245.17-246.25), 824—845 (p. 421.4—24), etc. Actually, 
those Arsenian paraphrases are so extensive and numerous that they practi- 
cally dwarf the other ones carried by Moschopulus or Thomas (only the 
Thoman paraphrase Orest. 982-1012 has a considerable size) — and they 
seem to go back to a long, continuous paraphrase of the three plays. It 
therefore looks as if we have to devote our attention almost exclusively to 
the investigation of the origin of the Arsenian scholia. 

Fortunately, we are going to be in a better position now, because we are 
not compelled to deal with Arsenius as the carrier of those mysterious 
unidentifiable paraphrases — we actually can locate the manuscript from 
which Arsenius took those paraphrases and published them with a slight 
touch of editorial work. It is the manuscript Venice 469, to which we give 
the symbol Yv (the first letter implying the affiliation of the ms. with the 
Planudean tradition, the second letter reminding of the location of the ms.). 
. . Yv- Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, greco 469 (No. di colloca- 

zione 799). Cf. (Anton. M. Zanetti et Anton. Bongiovanni, Graeca D. 
Marci Bibliotheca codicum manu scriptorum Per titulos digesta ((Venetiis,y 
1740) p. 248; Guilelmus Wattenbach et Adolphus von Velsen, Exempla 
codicum graecorum litteris minusculis scriptorum scriptorum (Heidelbergae, 
1878) p. 8, plate 25 (facsimile of fol. 1327: Phoen. 631-645). Paper, 1413 
A.D., 218 X 143 mm., 173 foll 12-14 lines. Subscribed by hieromonachus 
Stephanus (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen p. 405) on January 10, 1413 (fol. 169") : 
éreAeu)0y ppi iavvovaptw Bexár iv(Suriovos) G75*- tov GÙ AOU xà érovs: bm 
TOU èv lepopovaxos éAaxtarov oredavov. This Stephanus is identical with the 
iepopovaxos Srépavos kai axevo$iAa£ rs ce(Bacpi)as povjs rov rusiov IIpoÓpóuov 
THs edAoynuevyns llérpas, writer of the Vatic. Urbinas graec. 96 (subscribed 
on Jan. 3, 1416: fol. 5477) and of the ms. London, Brit. Mus., Additional 
11728 (subscribed on Oct. 2, 1416: fol. 160") : cf. Vogel-Gardthausen p. 
407; The Palaeographical Society. Facsimiles of Manuscripts and Inscrip- 
tions. Edited by E. A. Bond and E. M. Thompson. vol. I (London, 1873- 
1883) plate 134; Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek 
and Latin Palaeography (Oxford, 1912) p. 264 facsimile no. 78. The Vatic. 
Urbinas graec. 143 is also written in the handwriting of the same Ste- 
phanus. — The Venice 469 was once owned by Cardinal Bessarion (ownership 
entry on fol. 6"); this is probably the Bessarion ms. 462 (cf. H. Omont, 
* Inventaire des manuscrits grecs et latins donnés à Saint-Marc de Venise 
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par le cardinal Bessarion (1468)," Revue des bibliothéques 4 [1894] p. 
168). — Fol. 2* arg. to Hec. (beginning only) ; 3*Y arg. to Hec.; 4"-Y begin- 
ning of the scholia on Hec.; (folio number 5 is skipped over); 6" Hecuba; 
51° arg. to Orest. ; 52° Orestes; 110” arg. to Phoen.; 1117-169" Phoenissae. 
The poetic text of the ms. is Moschopulean (cf. below, p. 158). There is a 
peculiar congeries of scholia, mostly Byzantine, on the three plays, in which 
the so-called Arsenian paraphrases appear prominently, written often in 
very long continuous vertical columns in the margins. Moschopulean scholia 
are often added, and occasionally scholia from other sources. 


The identification of Yv (Venice 469) as the source of the Arsenian 
paraphrases can be accomplished by a glance at the initial paraphrase of 
Hec. 1-58 (p. 218.3-219.29 Dind.). A paraphrase of about the same extent 
and contents and wording appears in Yv, and I shall quote below, as an 
example, its beginning in Yv and in Arsenius, in order to illustrate the 
typical agreement (and difference) of both. In quoting the text from Yv, 
I am underscoring the words that reappear in Arsenius; words of Yv that 
are not underscored are dropped by Arsenius. 


Yv 
3 A e , € ` U e ` - ^ eS ~ € , - ^ 
Eyo 0 rodvdupos 6 yeyos Kal Ò yeyovws mais Kat vios THs ExaBns* THs Üvyarpos 
8 Aoier a ae ` Ga ao oa EOM " uxor ioris Judi ddeg 
7)Aovort TOU KIOTEWS WaTpOS TÉ TOU Mplapov, KW NTO AÜDoy apte Auroy Kat ages 


`~ ~ M s > 7 J ~ ~ s * , ~ d 
TOv KevOpwva Kai TOV áOKkpujov rÓTOV TOV vekpov* Kal Tas m’Aas ToU akór(ov) 
M - 9 -~ , q A € n » ‘> , , M e 3N 
Kal TOU aþeyyoŭs rOTOV* iva Kal Ozov O Gdns WKLOTAL Kal WKLOMEVOS ÈOTIV WS ATO 
- ld M M Pj ~ ~ ^" ?, 4 ld 
pepiopoù SyAovort, xXopis Kai dvev TOv beöv töv oùpaviwv SyAovert. 
Arsenius 
` € , € a ex - e P4 ~ ` - , , 
Eyw ò roAvdwpos, 6 yeyovos vids rs éxaBns THs Üvyarpós Tov kwGÉéws, marpós 
- , T w , A ` , , ld ^ ~ 4 QA , 

T€ TOV mpiapov, 7ÀÜov aptt’ dheis TOV dmoxpvoov rómov tv vexpov, Kal Tas mAas 
- 9) - , bad «€ v , , x e » N ~ / N 
TOU adeyyovs romov’ OTov Ó aðys wKicpEvos éariy, ws ard peptopov ÕnÀovóT., dvev 

THY obpaytoy Ücóv. 


The conclusion is inescapable: Arsentus copied the scholia of Yv (Venice 
469). He was cutting down the abundance of the paraphrase mostly by 
leaving out words of the poetic text which were repeated in the paraphrase 
and followed by explanatory synonyms, dropping superfluous particles and 
explanatory words, and making slight stylistic readjustments , (cf. above, 
at the end, dvev röv Oedv rv obpavíov BgAovóri Y v: dvev röv obpavíov Oey 
Arsenius). Then, it has to be borne in mind that occasionally Arsenius 
would omit (probably by oversight) a paraphrastic scholium of Yv. E.g., 
I have noticed in Y v, at the beginning of Phoenissae, a paraphrase of Phoen. 
1-87 of which there is no trace in Arsenius. Omissions of this kind are 
also likely elsewhere. Accordingly, a systematic study of the whole para- 
phrastie material in the future would have to be done directly on the basis 
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of Yv. I ought to remark that Arsenius was in a position to use just in 
Venice the Venice 469, which is & former Bessarion manuscript. 

On the whole, whatever I said before about the character of the Arsenian 
paraphrase, pertains to its source, i.e., the ms. Yv. Now, I did intimate 
(cf. above, p. 66) that there are Planudean elements in that paraphrase. 
Let us go back to the starting point of that demonstration concerning the 
character of the paraphrase. According to the Wolfenbüttel scholium Gu. 
on Hec. 145 (p. 257.26 Dindorf), Planudes understood the text ixér« 5:1à 
yovarwy, and I quoted above (p. 66) the pertinent passage of the Arsenian 
paraphrase which agreed with that interpretation of Planudes. Of course, 
now we are in a position to check the wording of the same passage in Yv. 
For the sake of documentary evidence, I am quoting it here from Yv (cf. 
p. 246.19 Dind.) : (fe xai xaOnoo ixéris (-ņs 8.C.) kai wapaxAnrpia (-rop 8.C.) 
rov dyapépvovos, Sa r&v yovdrwy avrov SyAovors Yv, and in the poetic text 
there is (above yovdrwy) the gloss &à rev Yvsl. This is what we saw in a 
substantially identical form in Arsenius. This case would indicate that the 
paraphrase of Yv (we speak now of Yv, instead of Arsenius) — or, to make 
it more general, the paraphrases of Yv — are Planudean and that the ms. 
Yv should be presumed to be a vehicle of Planudean scholia or of Planudean 
interpretations in all those cases in which no other authorship can be 
identified. 

If our assumption is correct, some coincidences should be noticeable 
between peculiar scholia of the Planudean Naples ms. Y and those of Yv. 
I am listing below some of such cases. 


There is in the Naples ms. Y a scholium on Hec. 1: éyw ô wodvdwpos 
ô yeyos vais THs éxaBys Üvyarpós Tov kwGéws Tpidpov Te waTpos "ko kai TAÜoy: 
Auroy Tov kevÜjuova TOy vekpüv* kai Tas múÀas TOU GKór(ov)* (va Kal õrov ô adys 
Xwpis GOkwrTa. TOV Ücoy rov obpavioy SyAovore Y (added in cursive writing). 
It is strikingly paralleled by the beginning of the Venice paraphrase in 
Yv which I have quoted above (p. 69). It is obvious that both passages 
in Y and Yv have the same substance, and that the paraphrase Yv is a 
little more copious in its wording. We assume this peculiar scholium of Y 
to be Planudean. Accordingly, the above agreement of the paraphrase Yv 
with Y confirms the presence of Planudean elements in Yv. 


There is an etymological scholium in Y on Hec. 63 (on mpooAalvpevat) : 
TÒ Aaufjáve, yiverar 8& ard rov EAw TO Aaufávo Kai rov dyw dlw TO $épo: årò 
TOU p émvrarwkoU popiov Kai rov éw Y (in cursive writing). This can be com- 
pared with a separate scholium (not a part of the paraphrase) on the same 
word in Yv which Dindorf p. 235.7-15 reprinted from Arsenius fol. 4" with 
some changes. Therefore, I quote it directly from Yv: éore xai AaLjpat kal 
Aafopat ro AapBavw, To niv åmò rov Ad(vju, rò be årò rov Adlw. rò &è [Ac] AdLw 


` bi 


Óvo onpaives tò Aaufve Kai rò vBpitw. Kai ro piv AapBdvw yiverar awd ToU 
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¿Aw rò AapBdvw, kal rod dyw déw, ô 8gAoi rd pépw’ rpomi) rov Siwdov eis OurAovy, 
éAd(o kai AdLw. Tò & bfpi(w èx roù Alav (éew, awd youv rov AdLopat waPyrixov, 
Tov SyAowvros TÒ AawBdvw, yiveras TÒ Aa{varo wapa TH marj’ olov (Hom. Il. 
B 418) “ d8aé Aalvaro yaiav”* xai SpAov évrevÜey Sri Sifopeirat karà riy. avy 
raéw Yv. It is evident that the Venice version Yv is more complete, while 
the abridged scholium in Y is rather obscure. In general, it should be 
observed that there is an abundance of etymological scholia in the Naples 
ms. Y. It must have been a special liking of Planudes. With regard to the 
scholium in Yv, an important new element enters the picture because of 
the fact that this scholium is a separate scholium in Yv, not a part of the 
paraphrase. This means that Yv has Planudean elements also outside the 
paraphrase. 

This is a scholium on Hec. 92-94 in Y: onpaiva xai rode pavraopa TÓ 
ciSwrov rov ’AxiAAéws rò davéy trip rijs dxpas Kopuypys Tov TUpBov, Seiya kai 
poBos 7AvOev poi Y (added in cursive writing). We can compare with thie 
scholium a passage from the Venice paraphrase in Yv (cf. p. 233.34 xai — 
234.2 Dindorf): !!* xai ró8e xai rovro A€yw TÓ d$dávraopa tov 'AyOAéos TÒ 
parèy ÓyAovóri Urép THs dkpas kopujss Tov rOp/jov, Šeima xai poBos 7AvÜ« xai 
7A0«v épol Y v. 

On Hec. 130 (xararewouévov), in the Naples ms. Y, after the regular 
Moschopulean gloss yovv dvrirewovrwv, there is a cursive interlinear gloss 
ép.aruos Aeyouévov Y. In the Venice paraphrase, we read (cf. p. 246.8 Dind.) : 
WTO TOV aywvioriKws Aeyogévov Kal éprotinws Y v. 

In view of the above material, we should not have any doubts that Yv, 
which agrees with Planudean elements in Y and in Gu., is a carrier of the 
Planudean exegetic tradition both in paraphrases and in separate peculiar 
scholia. 

Since we have dealt above with Arsenius, I have also to point out that 
occasionally Arsenius shows in his scholia some Planudean elements that 
do not appear in Yv. He must have drawn them from some other source 
which we cannot identify concretely. These are a few examples of Planudean 
scholia in Arsenius — scholia that he did not take from Yv: 

On Hec. 144 (vaovs — Bopoís), there is in the Naples ms. Y a cursive 
scholium: Bwpòs év & Oovaw- vaós év à mpocesxyovra. Y. On the distinction 
of vaós and fepós, there is a scholium in Arsenius, not derived from the 
Venice ms. Yv (p. 257.17 Dind.): Saddpe 8 vaós Bwpoŭ’ vads pév, €vÜa 
Tà eidwAd eio, Bwpos 8€, évOa ai Gvoiar yivovrac Arsenius. The subject must 


16 Arsenius has the scholium twice: once in the paraphrase (p. 233.34 xal — 234.2 
Dind.), and in a slightly modified form as a separate scholium (p. 243.9-11 Dind.). 
It is quite possible that the separate scholium came from some Planudean manu- 


script, since (as we see below, pp. 71—72) Arsenius does have some Planudean 
scholia that are not derived from Yv. 
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have been discussed by Planudes, to judge from the presence of a peculiar 
scholium in Y. And the scholium of Arsenius is sufficiently similar to that 
of Y to warrant the assumption that Arsenius knew the Planudean com- 
ment from some unidentifiable source. 

Above (p. 65), I pointed out the coincidence of Gu. and Y in a scholium 
on Hec. 219 (p. 272.17-20 Dind.). A comment of a character similar to 
Gu. and Y (i.e., a Planudean comment) appears in Arsenius (p. 272.14—16 
Dind.), though it is not derived from Yv: Aéyera, 8? xpáots èri rwv vypor, 
olov oivov xai USaros kai rov row rov, piis è èri Enpav, girov, xpiOns xai rev 
dpoiwy Arsenius. 

If our assumption holds that Planudes’ authorship is to be seen in the 
peculiar scholia of Y, Yf, Yv, Gr., Gu., and also of Arsenius, then it should 
be possible to survey the presumably Planudean scholia of those manuscripts 
in order to establish characteristic features of the contents and of the style 
of Planudean comments. 


One thing already, I think, has occurred to the reader of the preceding 
observations: Planudes revels in etymological and grammatical explana- 
tions. In this regard, I can also point out, e.g., this case: schol. Hec. 518 
(p. 348.5 Dind.) rò xepSavac yivera: ard rov xép9os: rò Ò? xépdos ard Tov 
kéap wdaivew xai evdppaivey Yf. 

Metrics was the object of great interest with Planudes. A striking 
example is the long scholium on Hec. 581 (p. 364.25 —365.22 Dind.) 
appearing in Yf, on the reading evrexvwrdryy (and not ebrexvordrny). A 
shorter excerpt — obviously based on the same Planudean source — appears 
in the Naples ms. Y : &à rò elvai xou ovàdaßh yp(ader)at ro rvw péya 8a Tò 
pérpov* yp(ddera) 82 kai evrexvwraryy Y. Triclinius wrote a scholium of his 
own on the subject (T fol. 23", unpublished) : 5 rò uérpov peyePiverar ws 
6 XotpoBooxds (Gramm. Graeci IV 2 p. 76.36 Hilgard) Aéye. 
^ There is in Yf a peculiar prosodical reasoning in a scholium !!* on Hec. 
971 (p. 459.24-28 Dind.) which explains in a strange way that rvyxavovo' 
is rvyxdvovc' (av) with an elision of -av. The scholiast obviously assumed 
this accusative for syntactic reasons, to make it agree with 970 w; other- 
wise, rvyxávovca pertaining to p’ was termed eoAowo$avés. Thomas, in a 
scholium on the same passage (p. 459.28 — 460.6), strongly attacked that 
faulty interpretation, without touching upon its prosodie impossibility 


IT This scholium refers to Hec. 971 rvyxdvove’, but not to Hec. 970 eórvxovc', to 
which it was wrongly referred by Matthiae IV p. 223 and by Dindorf. Furthermore, 
: both Matthiae and Dindorf reported the scholium to be carried in Yf and in Laur. 
31, 21 (on this ms., cf. below, p. 126). Actually, the Laur. 31, 21 does not carry 
the above scholium (p. 459.24-28 Dind.), but Laur. 31, 21 does carry the Thoman 
scholium p. 459.28—460.6 (cf. above, on that scholium). Probably, Matthiae simply 
confused his notes, and Dindorf just followed Matthiae. 
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(I quote from Z): dyvootwres évraa pixpov wávres ryv avvra&w, 
goXoxov jryovvrat krÀ. — of course, he meant Planudes. Since there was not 
any Moschopulean scholium on this passage, it could have been only Planu- 
des against whom Thomas directed his criticism. And, by the same token, 
this ease corroborates our belief in the Planudean authorship of the peculiar 
scholia of Yf. 

Planudes’ interest in physiology is evidenced, e.g., in the scholium !!* 
on Hec. 416 (p. 322.14 — 323.2 Dind.) by Gu. — A physiological observa- 
tion appears in a scholium on Hec. 915 (p. 446.12-20 Dind.) in Yf. I quote 
a part therefrom (p. 446.15—18) : Aéye yovv 6 xopós: Ówvíxa ToU ToAÉépov 
éravoav, kai ÓwckopmíoÓs pera Tov. Setxvovs 0 Uwvos èv rois dPOarpois. pera 
yàp ToU ápíorov épxerat kai Ó trvos dmÓ THs Vypórgros rov Bpwpárov YÍ.— 
Physiological and scientific comments are written on Hec. 1026 (p. 469.24— 
31 Dind.) by Gr.; on Orest. 115 (p. 63.11-19) in Y and Yf (cf. above, 
pp. 58 f.). 

Planudes' interest in law is evidenced, e.g., by the scholium on Hec. 149 
(p. 258.20—23 Dind.) by Gr. | 

If we are right in surmising that the paraphrases of the Venice ms. Yv 
are Planudean, then we are in a position to point out that — to judge from 
those paraphrases — the most striking feature of the Planudean exegetic 
style is an accumulation of explanatory synonyms. 'To quote just an exam- 
ple, in the paraphrase schol. Hec. 5 (p. 218.8 Dind.) we read: xívBvvos 
jra póßos kai vrowia Yv. This is the most characteristic feature 
of the paraphrases of Yv, ie. Planudean paraphrases. And it seems that 
this habit of a profusion of synonyms really was Planudean, for it appears 
also in Planudean scholia on Sophocles — cf. schol. Soph. Aiar 32 (quoted 
from Naples II.F.9 in Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 118) : 
«ai Ta pév onpaivopat: dyTi ToU onpeovpat kai oiovel uà oypetwv TovTwy évd-youat 
KTÀ. — rà St exrérAnypar: es twa XÈ åropò, diwordlw. 


119 Incidentally, in that scholium (p. 322.24 Dind.) the quotation from Soph. Ata» 
202 Bad pèr, del 3’ vuro)uera shows an interpolation which we know from the 
Sophocles text of the Planudean ms. Naples II.F.9 ante correctionem (Bac [à e] 
p.c.), and from some other interpolated mss. of Sophocles. The same interpolation 
appears in Suda sub X 477 (IV p. 822.7 Adler) only in the ms, A, i.e., in the Paris 
2626 in its later part marked Ar by Adler (cf. Adler, Suidae Lexicon V pp. 221 f.). 
Probably this part of that Suda ms, adopted in the Sophoclean quotation in question 
a Byzantine interpolation stemming possibly from the Planudean milieu. The other 
mss. of Suda sub X 477 seem to be free from this interpolation, and also in Suda 
sub B210 (I p. 465.4 Adler) the same quotation is correct. For the problem of 
interpolations in younger mss. of Suda, cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 106 note 
110, p. 132 note 146; also cf. below, p. 103 note 158. 
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PLANUDEAN ELEMENTS IN THE MS. V (VATIC. 909) 


We go back to the Naples ms. Y. I should like to stress the fact that 
the text and scholia of T'roades in that ms. Y are copied from the important 
vetustior of Euripides, the Vaticanus 909 (V). This means that the 
ms. V was, early in the 14*^ century, in some learned scriptorium where 
the tradition and cultivation of Planudean scholarship was strong — it must 
have been in Constantinople. 

We have to pay special attention to some coincidences between Y and V, 
for there is some probability that the scribe Y also in the triad, having 
the volume V at his disposal, transcribed some “old” scholia from V. 
E.g., there is in the Naples ms. Y an added scholium on Orest. 1 (p. 94.2— 
4 Schwartz) : rò Sevov dvopa dort yevixóv” Suipeirat &è els wos kai eis avudopáv. 
kai ráðn pèv A€yovrat rà voonpata’ aupdopai & ai roù Biov Svoruxiat xai rept- 
wéreat Y. The same scholium appears in V (fol. 24”) in a group of scholia 
quite obviously written additionally by the very scribe of V in the space 
left empty after the argument, facing the right-hand page on which the 
text of Orestes was begun and the scholia on Orestes were begun from the 
top of the page. Schwartz marked this scholium and the other ones written 
in V in this added group (p. 95.2—4, 95.5—10, 95.16—19, 98.1—11, 98.14—22, 
99.11-13 Schwartz) as Byzantine products, by prefixing them with his 
conventional sign, a cross (1). He explained this procedure in the preface 
of his scholia edition (I p. vir1): “crucem igitur apposui quotiescunque 
scholion recens aestimandum est duabus de causis coniunctis: et ex sermone 
uel argumento et ex codicum indole." 


While Schwartz was right in many cases, especially with regard to the 
scholia of V (Schwartz’s symbol A) that were not paralleled by other 
veleres, still he seems to have overdone this diagnosis in some instances. 
Nonetheless, we concede that in this respect Schwartz showed a great insight 
and a fine feeling for stylistic differences characteristic of late Byzantine 
products. The outward criteria, like the appearance of a scholium as an 
addition in a somewhat irregular location, are also very important. While 
we agree that, e.g., the scholia of V quoted above may be an addition of 
extraneous products, in the particular case above (which may be considered 
a typical problem) we are confronted with a highly difficult question. Is 
the above scholium on Orest. 1 (p. 94.2—4 Schwartz), added in Y, a Planu- 
dean scholium taken by Y from some Planudean source from which it was 
copied also in V? Or was it taken by Y from V? 'The former assumption 
would mean that V was written in the Planudean period (perhaps around 


119 Cf. above, p. 54 note 90; below, p. 368. 
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1280 A.D.) and was exposed to some infiltrations of Planudean elements, 
and it would mean that we may suspect Planudean elements in some peculiar 
(otherwise unidentifiable) scholia of V, especially if other criteria and 
stylistic considerations would commend such an assumption. I ought to 
add that this scholium on Orest. 1 (p. 94.2-4 Schw.) is missing in other 
vetustiores MB and C (Turin B.IV.13, symbol T in Schwartz), missing 
also in recentiores like R (Vatic. 1135), and S (Salamanca 31), and in 
younger veteres like Florence Laur. 32, 33, Vienna phil. gr. 119. Yet, it 
appears in some recentiores like Sa (Vatic. 1345) and Reims 1306. Perhaps 
some stray Planudean scholia (if this is the case) were occasionally included 
in the recentiores. 

I am also inclined to say that some paraphrases of longer passages 
(especially of lyrie songs), appearing only in V and missing in other 
vetustiores and veteres in general, strike me as possibly Byzantine or Planu- 
dean influenced products, e.g., the paraphrase of Hec. 98-115 (p. 22.4—15 
Schwartz) in V. The occasional inclusion of extraneous elements in the 
scholia of V seems to indicate that the scribe of V was not a simple copyist 
but a scholar, as Wilamowitz !?? had pointed out many years ago. 


In eonnection with the possible presence of Planudean elements in the 
scholia of V, I should like to discuss an interesting case. There is in V 
the following scholium on Hec. 174 (p. 28.16 Schwartz) : as (Sys: !?* peraàn- 
yis aicOyoews xaXeira, TO oyna’ TO yap Sys ávri Tov dxovays épbeyéaro. 
perjAAate 88 ry» Svvayw tov drov eis thy Sivapw tov dpOadApwv: où yap pera 
Tov Troy BAéret tis. Sua rovro Kat perdAnyis aicOncews wvoudoby rovro V. Then, 
in the Wolfenbiittel ms. appears a note by Gu. that definitely looks like 
an excerpt from the same scholium +?? — this is its text (p. 263.1 Dindorf): 
axovoys, aicÜ«ots vrù aig@yoews, © kal perdànyis alobyocews A€yerat, avTi ToU 
dxove Gu. In view of the fact that Gu. has been established to be an occa- 
sional carrier of Planudean scholia, we feel that the above scholium in V 
might be a Planudean comment. But caution is advisable in the evaluation 
of this case. It is true that the scholium sounds Byzantine and is missing 
in the ms. M. Yet, it appears in the recentiores RSSa, and a similar com- 
ment appears in the ms. Reims 1306. We may explain this situation in 
the same way as we did above, with regard to the scholium on Orest. 1 
included in some recentiores. 


Since we have dealt above with some common points between Y and V, 
this seems to be a good occasion to discuss a very interesting category of 


130 Cf. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 206. 

191 It is to be borne in mind that [dys is the reading of veteres, Moschopulus, 
Thomas: the correction efóms (it should have been eiógs) was introduced by T(ri- 
clinius). 

133 The similarity of these two scholia was pointed out by Dindorf IV p. 244. 
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agreements and differences between Y and V in “ old " scholia that appear 
also in other vetustiores. The Naples ms. Y, among the cursively added 
scholia, included also some old scholia.! E.g., the old scholium on Orest. 1 
(p. 94.5-8 Schwartz) was written in Y additionally. While among the 
vetustiores the scholium appears in MCBV, the Naples ms. Y seems to 
agree more closely with V (cf. p. 94.5 Schw. éorw om. VY, p. 94.7 riv rov 
yévous rovrov cuppopdy VY), but the Y scholium is not copied from V 
(though the likelihood of such a situation would suggest itself): cf. p. 94.5 
otrw Schwartz: ovre MCBY : obr' dAAo rv V. I rather believe that Planudes 
included in his comments several old scholia and that the Naples ms. Y 
drew its old scholia from the Planudean commentary. This is clearly 
demonstrated by the fact that some old scholia appear in a peculiar re- 
phrasing simultaneously in Y and Yf. This shows that the rephrasing is to 
be assigned to the common source of Y and Yf, i.e., to some Planudean manu- 
script. E.g., the old scholia on Orest. 40 (p. 102.6-10 Schwartz), carried 
by MCBV, exhibit in Y and Yf a different form: xaBapow dyveiav (åyveíav 
Matthiae: dyvoay Yf: om. Y) &Aeyoy oi “EAAnves TOv dpaprusv TOU Gwparos 
Tyv &a wupds xavow kai $Üopày rovrov. wdvra yàp kaÜaipe. ro wip xai áyvà 
elvat Soxei (ita VY: Soxet elyo. MCBYf) rà xkaiópeva, rà 86 dxavora (ita YYf: 
arapa MCBV) pemacpeva YYf. The beginning in YYf, different from that 
of the vetustiores, and then the joint reading axavora Y Yf against dra$a 
MCBYV, testify to a common source of Y Yf different from the vetustiores. 
The agreement in the order of words eiva: Soxet V Y does not mean too much. 
Consequently, we should conclude that even the old scholia added in Y were 
drawn not directly from V, but from a different source, most probably from 
& Planudean commentary. Thus our discussion of the old scholia in Y has 
led to some contribution to our knowledge of the Planudean commentary. 


We have not yet finished with the Planudean scholia. We can add one 
more carrier of Planudean scholia to those indicated above, as Y, Yf, Gr., 
Gu., Yv — and this will once more confirm the supposition of Carl Wendel *”5 
that Planudean scholia on the two tragedians, Sophocles '?* and Euripides, 
are carried in numerous manuscripts, beside the Naples ms. II.F.9 (our Y). 
I am going to prove that scholia added, mostly on Hecuba, by another later 
hand in V — let us mark that hand V? — represent Planudean scholia. The 
script of V? points to the end of the 13th century, and the scholia in question 
are paralleled by scholia which we presume to be Planudean in other Eu- 
ripidean manuscripts discussed above. A few examples of scholia by V? 
follow. 


133 Cf. Wendel, Pauly-Wissowa Real-Encyclopddie XX col. 2221 s.v. “ Planudes " 
$ 26. 

124 On the diffusion of Planudean scholia on Sophocles, cf. Turyn, Sophocles Re 
cension of Moschopulus p. 119. 
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On Hec.467, I quoted above (p. 57) a scholium from Yf (p. 262.9 Dind.) : 
kai ápdjórepa, puxpa ypada ð küp Má£iuos Yf. It is obvious that, according to 
this scholium, Planudes postulated in the poetic text Hec. 167 dwodécar’ 
éAécar’, i.e., in the imperative.!* Contrary to the bare statement by Yf, which 
is nevertheless very valuable because of its reference to Planudes, we find 
a more elaborate scholium by V?: ei uy ort rò eveyxovcat áyri rov pnvicacat, 
yp(dder)at Tò dwwAéoare péya tò ww: ei 58 fari mpós Tov xopóv TO éveyxovcat 
dyri Tov topeivaca, yp(dder)at rd ároAécare juxpóv TO mo åvrìù ToU áavicare 
(? ex correctione) V?. The purpose of the scholium is obvious — it intends 
to discuss the alternate readings dmwAéoar’ in the indicative and ázoAécar' in 
the imperative, Then Planudes is quoted in Yf as advocating awoAécar’ óAécar'. 
The two interpretations of éveyxotoa which in the scholium by V? are meant 
to have bearing on the determination of the reading in question are indi- 
cated also in a scholium by Gr. (p. 261.28 Dind.) : ijveyxa ávri rov éxojuca* 
xai jveyka ávri rov vréuewa Gr. The common points between the Planudean 
carriers Yf and Gr. on one side, and V? on the other side, all linked to 
Planudes by the explicit reference in Yf, contribute to a clear inference 
that V? in this case wrote a scholium that includes a Planudean explana- 
tion of the passage. 

Above (p. 64) I quoted from Gr. and Y a scholium on Hec. 258 áráp 
(cf. p. 282.15 Dind.) which we presumed to be Planudean. It appears by 
V? in the same wording as in Y (to be sure, one might assert that Y copied 
it from the manuscript V). 

On Hec. 271, there is the following scholium by V? and Y: sAypocaca 
(ita recte Y: wAnpwoas V?) thv atornpiav rv Adywy kai tò oteaÜo, vomKws 
(ita Y: voptpws V?) Sway abryy. (ita Y: xai aùr V?), apwrépos apr 
(ita V?: dpr. om. Y) xparae Adyots kai sapakAnrwois. úo yàp rpómo, Sivavrat 
cægal Tiva’ TO Te Sixatov abro) Kal TÒ THs mapaxAyoews (Aapóy V*Y. It is obvious 
that Y does not derive here from V?, considering the mistakes of V? that 
are not repeated in Y. 

On Hec. 313 elev, I quoted above (p. 64) a short scholium from Gr. 
(p. 296.19-21 Dind.) and Gu. (p. 296.17-19) and from Y. There is a 
much longer scholium by V? with the same basic implication as in Gr., Gu., 
Y. Its beginning reads (the scholium is written twice by the same hand 
V? — I quote the lower text): rò elev árrixóv éorw ÓpoU kai jyropwxóv. xpvrat 
è rovro oi pyropes èv axnpaTt vroypadjs ÓuoU Kal érvypadsjs. órav yap péAAwot 
Óvo twas VmoÜécoes eimeiy dAAnAEvS€rous Kal avvexeis, wAnpwowor è THv play bró- 
Oco xai THs érépas karápé£eaÜat pédAdAwor, Téacr tò elev ws ev oxyparı vroypadiis 
OpoU kai ércypadys THs mpwrys Kal Sevrépas avvexoUs trobécews. Keitar 86 TO elev 

125 In spite of the fact that the Venice paraphrase (cf. p. 260.24 Dind.) says in 


the indicative dxwAécare óXécare dyri rov épOeipare éué Bndovd7t Yv, in accordance with 
the Moschopulean gloss fjyov» épbelpare X. 
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ávri roU kai ravra pév ovTw €xyovat xrÀ. V?. We can also compare @he note in 
Yf (p. 296.14 Dind.): ávri rov ravra pév ovrus éxérwoay (followed by the 
Moschopulean gloss éorw ravra) Yf. 


A coincidence of Gu. and V? appears in a scholium on Hec. 337. The 
text of the Gu. scholium is printed in Dindorf p. 303.27—30. It is a com- 
bination of interlinear scholia and a marginal scholium (the words p. 303.28 
Opnvet yàp abr róv (rw are in Gu. a separate interlinear scholium and can 
be dismissed; p. 303.29, Gu. has ġ rs andovos xrÀ.). The text of the mar- 
ginal scholium by V? is alike: ieoa wacas xai wavroias $xvàs ws andovos eire 
gropa* rovréors 7Óelas kai avvexets Opnvwdias+ Toar yap otw 7) THS andovos 
Qwvj, wuKvy, ovvexys, Hdeid Te kai mapmoixiÀos, Tpós TOUT Kai KAavOpnpa V?. 

On Hec. 416, there is in Gu. a long scholium (p. 322.14—323.2 Dind.), 
OD dvvpévatos, ipyv, etc. I implied above (p. 73) that the physiological dis- 
cussion in the scholium pointed to Planudes’ scientific interests. Now we 
find a short scholium by V? which parallels a part of the Gu. scholium. 
This is the text of the scholium by V?: àv]vuévaios rapa rò ùuyv rò Aewrorarov 
Séppa 7) rapà tò Üpvovs éri yápo gdecPa krÀ. V?. 

The conclusion to be drawn from the above coincidences between V? and 
Planudean manuscripts is quite cogent: V? used a Planudean source. We 
should not be amazed at this fact, because we know that the Vaticanus 909 
was at some time, between its completion and the completion of the Naples 
II.F.9 (which copied the Troades from the Vatic. 909), kept in a place 
in which the tradition of Planudean scholarship was strong. Moreover, 
I venture to say that the paraphrastic character of some peculiar scholia 
of V by first hand, to be found among those marked by Schwartz with a 
cross prefix, points to the Planudean style. 


The palaeographical style of V is also similar to that of such manuscripts 
like the Ambrosianus C 222 inf. and the Laurentianus 32, 16 — manuscripts 
which seem to have originated in some learned scriptorium of Constanti- 
nople toward the end of the 13t® century.12° While V represents the genuine 


130 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 38 note 47; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare 
pp. 240f. On the Laur. 32, 16: cf. also Carl Wendel, “ Planudea," Byzantinische 
Zeitschrift 40 (1940) pp. 418 ff. I should like to refer to the same “ Planudean ” 
writing style also the Vatic. Barberini gr. 164 of 1294 a.p. (Pius Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri — Iohannes Lietzmann, Specimina codicum graecorum Vaticanorum® [Bero- 
lini-Lipsiae, 1929] plate 41), and the leaves of Pseudo-Apollodorus, Bibliotheca, in 
the ms. Paris grec 2722 fol. 16-327: cf. Richardus Wagner, Apollodori Bibliotheca. 
Pediasimi libellus de duodecim Herculis laboribus. (Mythographi Graeci I. Lipsiae, 
1894) pp. vui ff., with facsimile samples (on the whole volume Paris 2722, cf. also 
below, pp. 233 ff.). The Apollodorus leaves of the Paris 2722 are written in the 
handwriting of 'Iwarríkios tvg rawecvds "ypaupuarikós, writer of the Laur. 74, 18 and 
other mss. (cf. below, p. 333; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 214; Giro- 
lamo Vitelli e Cesare Paoli, Collezione Fiorentina di facsimili paleografici greci e 
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old character of the Euripidean text tradition, it nevertheless shows some 
characteristics of the Byzantine revival of classical studies in the Palaeo- 
logean era. 

With regard to the poetic text of the Euripidean triad, there seems to be 
no basis for the assumption that there was a Planudean text of Euripides. 
Manuscripts that are the most important carriers of Planudean scholia, 
viz., Y, Yf, Gr., Yv, carry a poetic text of the triad that is, to all practical 
purposes, a Moschopulean text (cf. below, p. 128 on Yf, p. 136 on Y, p. 158 
on Yv, p. 164 on Gr.). It seems that there was no Planudean text recension 
in existence, only his teaching in Euripides culminating in his comments 
or scholia was recorded, and this tradition of Planudean scholia was strongly 
preserved among followers of the Moschopulean recension. Thus the Planu- 
dean intervention in the field of the Euripidean transmission would look 
like the one in the field of Sophocles, with some interesting differences. 
In Sophocles, the wording of Planudean scholia was strictly fixed, the dif- 
fusion of Planudean scholia was much broader, and there was a special 
branch of the Moschopulean recension which concatenated the Planudean 
scholia with the Moschopulean scholia. In Euripides, the Planudean scholia 
look more fluid and quite variable, the wording of a given Planudean 
scholium shows great divergence in manuscripts, and often Planudean 
scholia agree only in the substance of the comment. Moreover, their word- 
ing —as they appear in manuscripts — often betrays stylistic and gram- 
matical laxity and some influence of Byzantine Greek, in contrast with the 
usual formal literary style of the scholars of that time. These factors indi- 
cate that perhaps there was not one Planudean — or authenticated by 
Planudes — record of Planudes’ Euripidean scholia, but conceivably there 
were in circulation several notebooks of his courses that eventually became 
sources for later compilers. The Venice paraphrases of Yv seem to be a 
special product of some ingenious scholar who used Planudean and Moscho- 
pulean scholia for his continuous renderings of longer passages of Euripides. 


latini [Firenze, 1897] plate XLIV). The script style of 'Iearr(xtos strongly resembles 
the style of the Ambrosianus C 222 inf. (cf. Guilelmus Wattenbach, Scripturae 
graecae specimina [= Schrifttafeln zur Geschichte der griechischen Schrift*. Berolini, 
1897] plate 30; A. B. Drachmann, Scholia vetera in Pindari carmina I [Lipsiae, 
1903] plate). Incidentally, the particular style of the Ambrosianus C 222 inf. and 
of manuscripts written by 'Iwarrik«vos seems to continue the earlier “ students’ cur- 
sive " represented, e.g., by the Paris grec 2089 of 1223 a.p. (Henri Omont, Fac-similés 
des manuscrits grecs datés de la Bibliothèque Nationale du IXe au XIVe siècle [Paris, 
1891] plate 52/1; Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and Latin 
Palaeography p. 251 facsimile no. 70). 

The script of the Vaticanus 909 shows & surprising resemblance to the script of 
the scholia in the Odyssey ms. London, British Museum, Harley 5674: cf. The 
Palaeographical Society vol. I plate 85. 
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THE SUCCESSION OF THE BYZANTINE RECENSIONS OF EURIPIDES 


In the field of the Byzantine recensions of Euripides, we have to establish 
the sequence in which they were produced. Of course, we understand that 
Triclinius was the latest of the grammarians who edited Euripides, because 
he incorporated into his commentary the scholia both of Moschopulus and 
Magistros. This situation appears the same in Sophocles. Planudes is likely 
to have been the earliest commentator of Euripides, being the teacher of 
Moschopulus and a man older than Moschopulus and Magistros. The most 
important problem is to discover who of these two editors of Euripides was 
the earlier one. We shall attempt to solve this problem in the same way as 
in Sophocles," by examining polemic cross references in the scholia of 
Thomas Magistros. I am choosing for this purpose, necessarily, Thomas 
only, because in Moschopulus’ scholia there are not any polemics at all. 


First, let us dispose of those polemic references which Thomas made to 
the genuine old scholia. There are many cases of this kind in Thomas, 
when by looking at the old scholium on the passage in question one recog- 
nizes at once that Thomas’ polemic remark is directed just against the old 
scholia. I can limit myself to one typical example. We read in a Thoman 
scholium on Orest. 488 (p. 149.2 Dind. — I quote from Z): oi 8 A€yovres 
to SovAov dvri tov ÜovAomoiv Anpovo. TapdAwrra. This is obviously directed 
against the old scholium (p. 153.3 Schwartz) : 8ovAov oiv ávri rov 8ovAomowv 
(the same explanation is repeated p. 153.5 Schwartz). It is of some interest 
to record that Triclinius, in transcribing the scholia of Thomas in his com- 
mentary, used to soften the sharpness of Thomas’ offensive tone. E.g., in 
this case, instead of the words of Thomas Anpotut raydAdtora, Triclinius 
wrote ápafeis Tapara. 75 


There are many instances of this kind, i.e., Thomas’ polemics against the 
old scholia, but they do not contribute anything to our problem. Only some 
possible references to Moschopulus would conceivably illustrate the chrono- 


127 Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 120 ff. 

+28 Dindorf I pp. xix f. pointed out the existence of aggressive criticisms in Thomas’ 
scholia (cf. especially p. xix note n), but he erred in attributing the milder form 
to Thomas, and the sharper form to the source of Arsenius or to Arsenius himself. 
Dindorf lacked direct evidence from pure Thoman manuscripts and from Triclinian 
manuscripts that would enable him to discern the difference between the original 
Thoman wording of the Thoman scholia and their Triclinian version. At any rate, 
contrary to what Dindorf said, it was Thomas who used stronger language and it 
was Triclinius who mitigated it. Arsenius simply reproduced Thoman scholia from 
a Triclinian manuscript and, therefore, exhibited Thoman remarks in the milder 
Triclinian form. E.g. in the above case Arsenius repeated Triclinius’ daóeis 
rapadiora. 
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logical priority of either of the two editions, the Moschopulean one or the 
Thoman one. But even before examining this point, we should look in 
Thomas for some possible references to Planudes. 


I quoted above (p. 72) a reference in Thomas, schol. Hec. 971 (p. 459.28 
Dind.), to an explanation which we assumed to be Planudean. Of course, 
we could find more examples of the same kind. E.g., we read in the Thoman 
scholium on Hec. 945 (p. 453.34 Dind. — I quote from Z): xpos ro ámo- 
ckomovca gti kai 7j peroyr, TÒ karápq Sidovoa’ TO Ó€ érei voarusov Kai To TdÀaw 
Gmeimov dAye Sa pécov, el kaí paoi Tives TaY jvxpóyv mpós TÒ ámeimoy 
rjv peroyjv ravryy elvat ioréov Se ort Kai TO éret vooTisoy TpOs TO dyopat vv- 
árrera: (ita T: ovvamre Z) rp ewoig Z. It seems that this criticism is directed 
against the scholium carried in Yf which reads (p. 454.5 Dind.) : dmyyópevoa 
abr) voÀÀg Orta, SSotca év kardpg, yovv Katapwpévn Trjv "EAÉévgv xrA. Yf. 
Since the peculiar scholia of Yf are Planudean, the criticism of Thomas 
is directed against Planudes. The chronological inference is clear and not 
surprising. Planudes’ comments were, of course, prior to Thomas’ work. 
What strikes us most in the attitude of Thomas is his aggressive tone even 
against Planudes.!?* 


The crucial problem remains the chronological priority of Moschopulus 
or Thomas. Now, the Thoman scholium on Hec. 612 begins (p. 374.14 
Dind., quoted from Z): oi niv ro dmápÜcvov ávri rov kakomdpÜevóv paoc, époi 
è ovy oDro Soxet krÀ. Z. We can compare the interpretation of Moschopulus 
(cf. p. 374.6/7, and p. 374.13 from Gr.). I quote the Moschopulean ms. X. 
In the text, above dmápÜcvov, there is a gloss xaxo meaning xaxomdápÜevov. 
In the margin, X has this Moschopulean scholium: xaxordpOevov, yovv 
óvarvxy mapÜévoy X. Since xaxomápÜcvos seems to be an exclusively Moscho- 
pulean interpretation, we have to assume that 'Thomas' criticism is directed 
against Moschopulus. And this means that the edition of Moschopulus was 
prior to the Thoman edition. 

This is the Thoman scholium on Orest. 911 (p. 230.14 Dind., quoted 
here from Z): rò “ OeacBa & wde” rovro Aéye* ávri rov axorev ojro, moiós 
ris kaf’ jBovgv A€ye, Kai moios ov, kai TO pev avvriÜcaÜau!?? Tov &è Kal Hory 
Aéyovra puceiy, ws kakav és vDorepov airtov. oi Se Aéyovres 73 0caaÜat kai ro 
iSovra éx mapaAArAov, Gorep Kai TÓ érvyxavey wv, Anpotow. éxe yàp obro* xpi 
86 roy mpooraryy kai idovra kai yvovra kai áxovcavra TovTous JeaoOar kai akomey 
we, ws épayey Z. This seems to be directed against the Moschopulean 
scholium (p. 230.12 Dind.) : évraiOa 8é, yovv èv rois rovovros, xpij Tov mpo- 


139 Cf, the respectful statement of Thomas on Planudes in reference to Soph. Aiaz 
1085 (Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschupulus p. 123). 

130 This is the Thoman reading from Z: by oversight, Triclinius wrote (cv»- om.) 
ridecdar T: rí0ec0a. was written by Gu.: smeí0ec0a. Matthiae and Dindorf. 
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cTáTy»v THs oÀeos iorra, rovréarw éyvokóra, ÜcaaÜat, áyri rov oxémreaÜat, axpiBus 
oxomeiy X. 

There is an interesting situation in the text Phoen. 47 (cf. below, p. 113). 
Kpéov 8 is the reading of the vetustiores MCBAV: Kpéwy only (without a 
particle) is the reading of Moschopulus: Kpéwy r’ is the reading of some 
recentiores and of Thomas. Thomas deals in a longer scholium p. 50.22- 
51.10 Dind. with the interpretation of the construction of the sentence and 
defends the reading adopted by him Kpéwy +’, with the conjunction r(e), 
and criticizes the omission of the conjunction (I quote from Z): X«ér« as 
éyravÜd. éorw 7j dxóOonts, kai py oe eis mÀdvyy Ô re ovyOcopos ¿ußBdàn — wAavopevot 
tives Kai py Svvdpevar ovvideiv Tv. avvragw éxBadAovow ¿$ avayxns èxeiĝev (1.e., 
Phoen. 47 after Kpéwv) rov ovydeopov krÀ. Z. It is evident that by “ wes ” 
we have to understand Moschopulus only, for only Moschopulus represents 
the text without a particle after Kpéov. 

In the Thoman scholium on Phoen. 1133 (p. 302.7 Dind.) we read (I 
quote Z): py AdBys ewbev “cis” mpóÜcaw eis rò “ bmróvouav," ws rwés paou, 
xrd. Z. In the Moschopulean recension, there is to iwovoay an interlinear 
gloss: eis Xë, Again “wes” refers to Moschopulus. 

The conclusion from the above evidence is clear. Moschopulus was a 
predecessor of Thomas in the field of Euripidean studies. Therefore, in 
examining differences or agreements between Moschopulus and Thomas in 
some textual innovations or interpolations, we shall have to bear in mind 
that Moschopulus had the chronological priority and also the resulting claim 
to authorship of interpolations that were followed by Thomas and Triclinius 
or by one of them. The sequence of the three Byzantine recensions was in 
Euripides the same as in Sophocles: Manuel Moschopulus — Thomas Magis- 
tros — Demetrius Triclinius. 

As to the scholia of Maximus Planudes, they certainly were prior to the 
edition of Thomas. Whether they were prior to the edition of Moschopulus, 
or perhaps elaborated after the Moschopulean edition was completed, cannot 
be decided in a positive way.!?! 


131 Cf, Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 124. 
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IV. THE MoscHOPULEAN RECENSION 


Before I begin a detailed discussion of the Moschopulean tradition, I 
have to make a preliminary statement on the genuine “old” manuscripts 
whose evidence will be used by me in the analysis of the Moschopulean 
recension. 'This statement will pertain also to our subsequent discussion 
of the other two Byzantine recensions, those of Thomas Magistros and 
Demetrius Triclinius. 

According to the established method, we have to use some fundamental 
evidence of the “old” text readings, from which a Byzantine text — of 
Moschopulus, or Thomas, or Triclinius, as the case may be — will be shown 
to differ. Indeed, a Byzantine interpolation, i.e., an innovation (regardless 
of whether it is a corruption of the correct old text or a correction of a 
corrupt old reading) can be demonstrated as such only by comparison with 
the old reading. Therefore, our primary task now is to select a group of 
genuine old manuscripts whose readings we shall constantly use in every 
case in which we shall quote a different Byzantine reading. 


Among the genuine old manuscripts, we shall first of all use manuscripts 
that by virtue of their age are pre-Palaeologean and, therefore, immune to 
the interpolations of the famous Andronicus II Palaeologus (1282-1328) 
era. I shall distinguish such veteres by calling them vetustiores. It happens 
that the vetustiores of Euripides are also quite comprehensive — they exhibit 
several of the select commented plays, more than the triad, and the poetic 
text in them is accompanied by scholia which are self-evidently “old” 
scholia. These mss. are MBV. 'The ms. V, according to its palaeographical 
character and our previous reasoning, was written presumably around 1280 
A.D., but we did not discover in it any Palaeologean interpolations. To these 
three manuscripts, a very respectable ms., the oldest one among the extant 
medieval mss. of Euripides, will be adjoined, namely, the Jerusalem palimp- 
sest H, which preserved only parts of six plays. Occasionally, I shall quote 
pertinent evidence from a medieval anthology, represented by the mss. 
Athos Vatopedi 36 and Venice 507 (these two mss. seem to be gemelli). 
The Turin ms. of the 14'^ century, our symbol C, containing now only 
Orest. and Phoen., is closely related to M and thus belongs to the vetusttores, 
although by reason of its late date it may have occasionally contracted some 
interpolations. I have included in the evidence of the vetustiores also the 
Paris 2712 (A), of the early 14t^ century. In view of its contents (6 plays, 
only sporadic scholia), it belongs to the vetustiores — yet, it shows in the 


83 


Google 


84 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


triad sporadically Palaeologean interpolations and carries the Moschopulean 
Vita and the Moschopulean argument to Hecuba. Moreover, we remember 
that in Sophocles this ms. carries a Moschopulean triad.!?? Therefore, also 
in Euripides this ms. A should be treated with proper caution in each case. 
The mss. L and P will be treated separately (cf. below, p. 222). At any rate, 
L and P would not be of any use in the triad, since they have interpolated 
texts of the triad. 

~ Also some representation should be given in the old evidence to a younger 
branch of the genuine tradition which occasionally differs from the vetu- 
stiores in some readings. These younger veteres are called by me recentiores, 
and I explicitly state that these recentiores are genuine manuscripts (not 
to be confused with Byzantine interpolated mss. of the Palaeologean recen- 
8ions).!3* The recentiores are limited to the plays of the triad, with old 
scholia, if any. Those recentiores that are extant were written not before 
ca. 1300 a.D. Quite naturally, they have some interpolations introduced 
into that tradition, perhaps earlier in the 13t century. Then, individually, 
as it happened also in Sophocles (in mss. called there by me deteriores), 
these mss. occasionally would follow a Palaeologean interpolation. Accord- 
ingly, we should not be unduly amazed if a recentior in some cases defects 
from the genuine old tradition and sides with the Byzantines. 

As representatives of the recentiores, I have chosen R (Vatic. 1135), a 
palimpsest written in Lower Italy around 1300 a.D., and S (Salamanca 31), 
a manuscript dated 1326 a.D. and, therefore, exposed to the influence of 
interpolations. Occasionally, if S obviously departs from the old tradition 
or is affected by a slip or simply if its testimony is unavailable in a given 
passage, I quote Sa (Vatic. 1345), a manuscript closely related to S. 

Thus the veteres are represented in my evidence by the vetustiores and 
the recentiores. The consensus of the veteres, of all or of most of them, 
represents, naturally, the old reading. This is the description of the manu- 
scripts mentioned above. 

M = Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, greco 471 (No. di colloca- 
zione 765). Cf. Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca p. 249; 
Wattenbach-von Velsen, Exempla codicum graecorum litteris minusculis 
scriptorum (1878) p. 14 and plate 48 (facsimile of fol. 26r: Hec. 346-374) ; 
Schwartz, Scholia in Euripidem I p. v. A complete reproduction by J. A. 
Spranger: Euripidis quae in codice Veneto Marciano 471 inveniuntur photo- 
typice ezpressa cura et impensis J. A. Spranger arte Fratrum Alinari typis 
opificii * La Stampa ” (Florentiae, 1935), with an introduction by Spranger. 
Once No. 454 in the library of Cardinal Bessarion (cf. Omont, Revue des 


133 Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 139 ff. 


133 These recentiores in Euripides correspond to the deteriores in Sophocles, as 
I called them there (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 125 ff.). 
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bibliothèques 4 [1894] p. 168). Parchment, 12'^ cent.,?* 222 X 176 mm., 
154 foll, ca. 29 lines. At the beginning, Dionysius Periegetes. Then: fol. 
20° Hecuba; 42" arg. to Orest. ; 44" Orestes; 75% arg. to Phoen. ; 76" Phoe- 
nissae ; 1097 arg. to Androm. ; 109% Andromache; 133" arg. to Hippol. ; 133"- 
154v Hippolytus (1-1234).!55 Ancient scholia on these plays. Symbol M 
in Murray, the Budé edition, Dindorf, Schwartz; symbol A in Prinz- 
Wecklein. 

There is & very close relative of M, but written at a much later time, 
the ms. C. 

C = Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, B.IV.13 (No. 228 in Josephus Pasinus, 
Antonius Rivautella, & Franciscus Berta, Codices manuscript Bibliothecae 
Regii Taurinensis Athenaei [Manuscriptorum codicum Bibliothecae Regii 
Taurinensis Athenaei pars prima. Taurini, 1749] p. 315; cf. Mazzatinti- 
Sorbelli, Inventari dei manoscritti delle biblioteche d'Italia 28 p. 22 under 
No. 176; Schwartz, Scholia Eurip. I p. vir). The ms. survived the fire of 
1904 and is only slightly damaged (cf. Gaetano de Sanctis, in: “ Inventario 
dei codici superstiti greci e latini antichi della Biblioteca Nazionale di 
Torino,” Rivista dt filologia e d’istruzione classica 32 [1904] p. 411 under 
No. 146). Paper, 14^ cent., present size 251 X 187 mm. (former size, before 
the fire, presumably 245 X 171 mm.),"** 111 foll. — Fol. 97 arg. to Orest.; 
10° Orestes; 66" arg. to Phoen.; 67-111" Phoentssae (1-1164). Ancient 
Scholia on both plays, collated in Schwartz with the symbol ° T. My 
symbol, used throughout this book, is C. 


136 T<homas> William) A<llen>, Journal of Hellenio Studies 57 (1937) p. 109, 
refers the Venice 471 (M) to the early 11% century and considers it of the same age 
as the Paris 2713 (B). 

155 On preliminary folio verso, facing fol. lr, there is an index of contents written 
by a hand of the late 15th or early 16th century: ĉıovóø (10s) wepenynrhs. eópeerib( ), 
éxáBm- ópéoT9s: dolmoca: dvBpouáxm, lwwédvros, [ . The erased word can- 
not be read; probably, a mistake was made by the person who wrote this note. 
Spranger, in his facsimile publication (introduction, chapter I), thinks that the 
name and title of Bessarion was written and erased. Below the Greek note, there 
is a note (possibly by Bessarion — probably written earlier than the Greek note 
above): dionysius Cosmographus, et euripidis. Tragedie q(ui)nq(u)e (?). This 
would indicate that at the time of this earlier Latin index being written, there 
were in the codex the indicated five tragedies. This is important in view of the fact 
that Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragódie p. 200, asserted that the 
Alcestis had been originally in M and was then torn out. He thought (op. cit. p. 206 
note 170) that this play title was written in the Greek note quoted above and then 
erased. Spranger's idea is more likely, considering the length of the erasure. 

1:8 The Turin Library reports that the paper of the ms. does not show watermarks. 
This consideration as well as the original size of the ms. indicate that it is written 
most probably on Oriental paper (bombycine). For sizes of bombycine mss., cf. 
Irigoin, Scriptorium 4 (1950) p. 197. Cf. also Martin Wittek, Scriptorium 7 (1953) 
p. 277 note 6. 

137 I explicitly state that I have introduced a different symbol C for this ms., 
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To the tradition of MC is closely related the Jerusalem palimpsest H. 


H = Jerusalem, Harpupxuc; BiBArobyxn, ms. Tá$ov 36 (cf. A. IaxaBoxovAos- 
Kepageis, 'IepocoAvjaruc] BugAo:jky I [èv IIerpovaóAe, 1891] pp. 108-112 and 
7 plates thereto). A complete photographie facsimile of the Euripidean 
pages of the codex was published by J. A. Spranger: Euripidis quae in 
codice Hierosolymitano rescripto Patriarchalis Bibliothecae X X XVI ser- 
vantur photographice inlustrata cura et impensis J. A. Spranger arte vero 
M. Savvidis Hierosolymis et Fratrum Alinari Florentiae, 1937. Cf. Kon- 
stantin Horna, * Der Jerusalemer Euripides-Palimpsest," Hermes 64 (1929) 
pp. 416 ff.; Denys L. Page, Euripides Medea (Oxford, 1938) pp. xrv f. 
Parchment palimpsest, 10/11'^ cent. for the Euripidean scriptura inferior, 
12/13'h for the scriptura superior (Prophets), 261 X 175 mm., 278 foll. 
numbered as 556 pages.!** Seventeen leaves of the present codex correspond 
to 34 leaves of the original Euripides codex. One present page covers two 
Euripidean pages. An index of the Euripidean contents of this volume is 
given by Spranger in his facsimile publication. These are the preserved 
portions of Euripides exhibited in 68 former Euripidean pages (with 25 
Euripides lines to an original Euripidean page): Hecuba 869—920; 1125- 
1173; Orestes 105—213 ; 313—412 ; 565-614; 718—766 ; 897—946 ; 1152-1200; 
1356-1556; Phoentssae 811—899; 1600-1700; Andromache 80-169; 777- 
830; 887-986; 1042-1091; Medea 51-255; 1278-1376; Hippolytus 320— 
368; 469-518; 1138-1186; 1290-1336. Some verses are hidden by the 
binding fold. The text in this Euripides manuscript was accompanied by 
ancient scholia, which appear in the preserved folios.3? The original se- 


because T is used by me for the Triclinian ms. Angelicus 14 in agreement with the 
use of the same symbol T for the Triclinian Aeschylus, Naples II.F.31, and for the 
Paris copy of the Triclinian Sophocles, Paris 2711. The reader is also warned to 
avoid confusing our C with Dindorf's symbol C used by him for the scholia of the 
ms. Munich 560 (cf. Dindorf, Schol. Eur. I pp. XI-XII, xxiv). 

139 Eight leaves were torn out of the volume Taphou 36 by bishop Porfiril Uspenskil 
and taken to Russia. Later, they entered the library now called Gosudarstvennafa 
Publichnaia Biblioteka imeni M. E. Saltykova-Shchedrina in Leningrad as ms. grech. 
261: cf. Kratki obzor sobraniwà rukopisei, prinadlezhavshago preosviashchennoms 
episkopu Porfiritu, a nynie khraniashchagosia v Imperatorskoi Publichnoi Bibliotekve 
(extracted from Otchet Imperatorskoi Publichnoi Biblioteki 1883. S.-Peterburg, 
1885) p. 110. There may be some Euripides text in these leaves, which so far have 
not been examined. 

13° [In connection with the Jerusalem palimpsest of Euripides, the reader should 
be reminded of the Sophocles palimpsest, Leiden B.P.G. 60 A (cf. Turyn, Studies in 
Sophocles p. 102; Irigoin, Revue des études grecques 64 [1951] pp. 443-455), and 
of the palimpsest fragment of Aristophanes, Aves 1393-1453 with scholia, in the 
Laur. 60, 9 fol. A-B (cf. Bruno Keil, “De Avium Aristophaneae folio rescripto," 
Hermes 26 [1891] pp. 128-136). Keil assigned the Aristophanes leaf to the early 
11th century, while Enrico Rostagno referred it even to the late 10% century. 
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quence of plays in the manuscript was: Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae, An- 
dromache, Medea, Hippolytus (cf. Spranger, Classical Quarterly 32 [1938] 
p. 198). A complete collation by Spranger, * A New Collation of the Text 
of Euripides in the Jerusalem Palimpsest," Classical Quarterly 32 (1938) 
pp. 197-204. Cf. Horna, Hermes 64 (1929) pp. 419 ff. Collated for Medea 
by Page, Euripides Medea. Symbol H in Murray and Page; symbol h in 
Prinz-Wecklein. 

Next comes the very important Paris ms. B. 

B = Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2713 (cf. Henri 
Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque 
Nationale III [Paris, 1888] p. 29; Dindorf, Scholia Eurip. I pp. 
vill ff.; Schwartz, Scholia Eurip. I p. vi). Cf. Henri Omont, Fac-similés 
des plus anciens manuscrils grecs en onciale et en minuscule de la 
Bibliothèque Nationale du IVe au XII* siècle (Paris, 1892), Notice des 
planches p. 14 and plate 44 (fol. 129v: arg. to Alc., and Alc. 1-8). A 
complete facsimile by Spranger: Euripidis quae tn cod. Par. gr. 2713 
servantur phololypice expressa cura et impensis J. A. Spranger arte vero 
R. de Longueval Lutetiae Parisiorum et Fratrum Alinari Florentiae 1938, 
with a description of the manuscript. Parchment, 12th cent.,!*? 282 X 220 
mm., 159 foll. Former owners: !* Ianus Lascaris,!'*? then Cardinal Niccolò 


149? Omont, Inv. somm. III p. 29, dated the ms, as of the 12th century. Omont, 
Fac-similés du IVe au XIIe siècle, Notice p. 14, dated it 11th century. G(irolamo) 
V (itelli), Studi Italiani di filologia classica 9 (1901) p. 298, assigns the ms. B to 
the llth century or possibly even to the second half of the 10th century. T«homasy 
William» A«lleny, Journal of Hellenic Studies 57 (1937) p. 109, considers B of the 
same age as M which he refers to the early 11 century (cf. above, p. 85 note 134). 

141 should like to make here a tentative guess about an early owner of B in 
Italy. Francesco Filelfo brought from Constantinople in 1427 a ms. containing 
Euripidis Tragoediae 8eptem (cf. Aristide Calderini, “ Ricerche intorno alla biblio- 
teca e alla cultura greca di Francesco Filelfo," Studi Italiani di filologia classica 
20 [1913] p. 217 note 2; R. R. Bolgar, The Classical Heritage and Its Beneficiaries 
[Cambridge, 1954] p. 497; this item was not included in the list of Greek mss. of 
Filelfo by H. Omont, Bibliofilía 2 [1900/1901] pp. 138-140). A ms. with seven 
tragedies of Euripides could be the present Paris 2713. Of course, this is only & 
tentative supposition. — For a case of a Filelfo ms. later owned by Ianus Lascaris 
(as it would be in this case), cf. Ada Adler, Suidae Lexicon (Lexicographi Graeci 
vol. I) pars V (Lipsiae, 1938) pp. 238 ff., cf. pp. 261 f. 

143 Cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 157; Giovanni Mercati, Opere 
minori III (Studi e Testi, 78. Città del Vaticano, 1937) p. 185; Carlo Frati, 
Dizionario bio-bibliografico det bibliotecari e bibliofili italiani (Biblioteca di biblio- 
grafia italiana, XIII. Firenze, 1933) pp. 293f.; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 
184 f. Lascaris’ interest in Euripides is evidenced, first of all, by the presumably 
his edition of four plays (Medea, Hippolytus, Alcestis, Andromache) which appeared 
in Florence ca. 1494 (cf. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVIe siècles 
I pp. 40f.; Catalogue of Books Printed in the XV** Century Now in the British 
Museum VI [London, 1930] p. 667; Gesamtkatalog der Wiegendrucke Band VIII, 
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Ridolfi.'** On fol. aY, there is the Lascaris monogram A* and a note of 
contents in the handwriting of Matthaeus Devaris. Next to the Lascaris 
mark, there is the old call number: N°. p°. duodecime by Nicolaus Sophia- 
nus,!** and in the next line, in different handwriting, de la. 77^. This is 
probably the ms. listed in the Lascaris inventory, published by Pierre de 
Nolhac, * Inventaire des manuscrits grecs de Jean Lascaris," Mélanges 
d'archéologie et d'histoire 6 (1886) p. 258 under no. 91. Then, the ms. is 
listed in the catalogue of the Ridolfi mss. published by Bernard de Montfaucon, 
Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II (Parisiis, 1739) p. 770 
under Libri Graeci Poetici no. 1. 

At the beginning of the volume, folios 1-16 are a later replacement by 
two hands of the late 15'^ century: fol. 1-8 by one hand (a similar hand 
wrote the Triclinian ms. London, Brit. Mus., Arundel 522, in the year 
1489 — cf. below, p. 196), and fol. 9-16 by another hand. These are the 
contents of the former replacement: fol. 1" Triclinian preliminary matter, 
"Ecropy röv évvéa uérpov, ex Tov éyyepibiov Taur riovos ; 1" 'Iaréoy Gre ravra — 
oupBatve ra radby; 2° mepi onpetwv THs Kowys avAAaBAs; 2% Moschopulean Vita; 
3° cepi rov cidwrAov; 3" Thoman Vita; 4° arg. to Hec. (Thoman); 5° orixor 
motiko tov T(ér(ov = Tzetzes, Chiliades X 150-164, p. 368 Kiessling 
(Dindorf I p. 203), and verses ro? Xopracpévov (Dindorf, ibidem) — cf. 
below, pp. 195, 389 ff. ; 67-8" Hecuba 1-181, with the Triclinian commentary 
(i.e., Moschopuleo-Thomano-Triclinian scholia). It seems that this replace- 
ment was copied (not so consistently in the poetic text) from the Triclinian 
ms. Vatic. gr. 897 (cf. below, p. 201), because the consecutive arrangement 
of the verses of Tzetzes and Chortasmenus which is a characteristic feature 
of Vatic. gr. 897 is followed in B. The second replacement, fol. 97-16", 
contains Hec. 182—522 in a Moschopulean text,;!** with Byzantine scholia 
and some peculiar notes. This initial part of the volume will be disregarded 
by us. This is the original part of the ms.: fol. 17" Hecuba (523-end) ; 
928r arg. to Orest.; 28" Orestes; 56r arg. to Phoen.; 56" Phoenissae; 82° 
arg. to Hippol.; 82% Hippolytus; 108" arg. to Med.; 108” Medea; 129° 
arg. to Alc.; Alcestts; 145% arg. to Androm.; 146'-159* Andromache (1- 
956, 1212-1235, 1250-1271). Between fol. 158 and 159, some folios were 
lost and the upper half of fol. 159 was cut off. Ancient scholia on all the 


Lieferung 1 (Leipzig, 1940» col. 88 under No, 9431). A compilation of scholia on 
Euripides by Lascaris is referred to in the ms. Paris 2819 (cf. below, pp. 146 f.). Cf. 
below, p. 228; see General Index s.v. Lascaris, Ianus. 

143 Cf, Frati, op. cit. pp. 496 f.; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 185. 

1** Cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber pp. 294, 356; H. Omont, Fac- 
similés de manuscrits grecs des XVe et XVIe siècles reproduits en photolithographie 
d'aprés les originauz de la Bibliothéque Nationale (Paris, 1887) p. 14, plate 40. 

166 There are such Moschopulean readings: Hec. 318 cuixpov, 421 revrnxorr’ Eporpos 
0 réxvw» (cf. below, p. 107). 
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plays exhibited. Symbol B in Murray, the Budé edition, Dindorf, Schwartz; 
symbol a in Prinz-Wecklein. Cf. J. A. Spranger, “ A New Collation of 
the Orestes of Euripides with Cod. Par. Gr. 2713,” Classical Quarterly 33 
(1939) pp. 184-192. 


As I said above, I shall include in the attestation of the old text also the 
Paris 2712 (A) although it occasionally follows in the triad some Moscho- 
pulean elements. Nonetheless, it might be useful to have the readings of A 
reported so that the reader may find explicit evidence of how A sides in 
each case when the Euripidean text is affected by Byzantine interventions. 
At any rate, it should be emphasized that in its basic stock the ms. À carries 
an old tradition which shows some surprising agreements with the Jeru- 
salem palimpsest H (cf. Horna, Hermes 64 [1929] p. 428). The descrip- 
tion of A follows. 


A — Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2712 (cf. Omont, 
Inventaire sommaire III pp. 12 f.; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Mos- 
chopulus p. 141; Studies in Sophocles p. 173 and plate III with a facsimile 
of a part of p. 146, Soph. Oed. Tyr. 775-810). Parchment, 14 cent., 
30 x 23 em., 322 pages (pp. 321-322 are blank). 'The date of the ms. — 
contrary to the previous datings !** as of the 13'^ cent. — is supported by 
the fact that in the Sophocles triad this ms. follows the Moschopulean text 
and has some Moschopulean scholia (also cf. Studies in Sophocles pp. 
181f.). The ms. is written in 3 columns to a page. — Page 3 Vita (Mos- 
chopulean) ; arg. to Hec. (Moschopulean); p. 4 Hecuba; p. 18 arg. to 
Orest. (old); p. 19 Orestes; p. 38 arg. to Phoen. (old) ; p. 39 Phoentssae ; 
p. 59 arg. to Androm.; p. 60 Andromache; p. 74 arg. to Med.; p. 75 Medea; 
p. 91 arg. to Hippol.; pp. 92-114 Hippolytus. A scattered old scholium 


14* For those critics who like to rely on authorities of the past and, on this basis, 
would question my assigning the Paris 2712, let us say, to the second quarter of the 
14th century, I can quote an objective statement of a great palaeographical authority. 
As I showed (Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 140, Studies in Sophocles 
plates 2-3), the scribe of the Paris 2712 supplemented the line Soph. Oed. Tyr. 800 
in the Sophoclean ms. Laur. 32, 9 fol. 41". Now, on the writing of that line added 
in the Laur. 32, 9 — and, by the same token, on the writing of the Paris 2712 — 
E. M. Thompson made the following statement (Facsimile of the Laurentian Manu- 
script of Sophocles with an Introduction by E. M. Thompson and R. C. Jebb [London, 
1885] p. 11): “ This writing is of the style which appears in the latter part of the 
thirteenth century and continues with little variation for some fifty years or more. 
The line may therefore, without much hesitation, be placed as early as the beginning 
of the fourteenth century." Moreover, I do not understand how anyone can ignore 
the fact that the Paris 2712 must be posterior to the Moschopulean edition of 
Sophocles if it contains some Moschopulean scholia on the Sophoclean triad. Thus, 
on internal grounds, the Paris 2712 could not be earlier than ca. 1300a.p. — Cf. now 
A. Dain, in: Sophocle. Texte établi par Alphonse Dain et traduit par Paul Mazon. 
I (Collection Budé. Paris, 1955) pp. XLII f. 
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by first hand on Orest. 1179; sporadic scholia on Andromache, Medea, 
Hippolytus, by first hand; some notes throughout the ms. by a later hand. 
Symbol A in Murray and the Budé edition; symbol E in Prinz-Wecklein. 

While HMCBA stand together as one family of the vetustiores — a family 
that we may call the Venice tradition in view of the fact that the Venice 
ms. M is a very reliable member of that family — we shall now consider 
the Vaticanus 909 (V), a ms. which, especially in the scholia, shows some 
differences in relation to the Venice tradition. We shall consider V to be, 
among the vetustiores, & representative of the Vatican tradition. 

V — Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus grae- 
cus 909 (cf. Dindorf, Scholia Eurip. I pp. 1v-v1; Schwartz, Scholia Eurip. 
I pp. v f.; Hugo Rabe, * Euripideum,” Rheintsches Museum N.F. 63 [1908] 
pp. 419-422; Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 206; cf. 
above, p. 74). Paper (bombycine), 13 cent. (around 1280 a.p.), present 
size (after repair) 26 X 21cm., original size about 263 X 175 mm., 315 
foll The last folio 315 (Rhes. 899—940) had been kept for a long time in 
a bundle of loose leaves, in the Vatic. gr. 2315. Around 1908 it was properly 
added to the Vatic. 909 (cf. Rabe, loc. ctt., who also published scholia from 
that folio). On fol. 65", a note by a later hand: f & x(pwr)é Borba ra ow 
SovAw Üwpà r$ Boxiavo. On fol. 315’, the name vu$opos + was written by a 
hand of the 14 century. Possibly these entries refer to former owners. 
The ms. was originally written by two hands, the other hand appearing in 
some parts from fol. 118" on. Some original folios were lost. — Fol. 2r 
Hecuba 1-31 with scholia, by another hand, seemingly a replacement of 
the lost beginning; 37-6" Hecuba 32-211; 77-16" Hec. 257—111; (177-187 
a later replacement Hec. 712—783, with some old scholia ; the rest of fol. 18° 
and fol. 18" are blank; this replacement will be disregarded ;) 197-23" Hec. 
1069>-end; 24° arg. to Orest.; 25-58" Orestes 1-1204; 59r-64" Orestes 
1505—end; 64” and 667 arg. to Phoen. (657* a later insert, with some notes, 
to be disregarded); 66"-117r Phoenissae; 117% arg. to Med.; 118'-156" 
Medea; 157r arg. to Hippol.; 157-196% Hippolytus; 197" arg. to Alc.; 
197—228" Alcestis; 228° arg. to Androm.; 228—261" Andromache; 261v 
arg. to Troad.; 261—295" Troades; 295% arg. to Rhes.; 296'-298" Rhesus 
1-111; 299'-308" Rhesus 152—550 ; (folios 308° and 308^ are later inserts, 
blank ;) 309"-312” Rhesus 631—791; (312° later insert, blank;) 313° Rhesus 
836—855; 318" Rhesus 812—835 (the leaf 313 was reversed in the binding, 
the text on fol. 313" was later canceled); 314'-315" Rhesus 856—940. 
Ancient scholia on all these plays (collated in Schwartz, with the symbol 
A; scholia from the last folio published by Rabe, loc. cit.). This is the 
only extant vetustior containing the 9 select plays with old scholia. Some 
of the V scholia, especially if not paralleled in other vetusti (but not all 
those marked by Schwartz with a cross prefix) may be late Byzantine 
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products or even an addition by the V scribe himself. A later hand, V’, 
added some Planudean scholia on the triad (cf. above, pp. 74 ff.). The 
palaeographical style of the ms. is related to that of the mss. of the 
Planudean school (cf. above, p. 78). I should like to repeat again that 
Wilamowitz (Einleitung in die attische Tragódie p. 206) with good reason 
considered the copyist V not an ordinary scribe, but a scholar. Symbol V 
in Murray and the Budé edition; symbol B in Prinz-Wecklein; for the 
scholia, symbol A in Dindorf and Schwartz. 

Since V lost some leaves, we are interested in apographs of V that might 
substitute for V, if they were written at a time when V was still complete. 
A complete apograph of V appears in the ms. Palat. 98. 

Va = Bibl. Vaticana, cod. Palatinus graec. 98 (cf. Henricus Stevenson 
Senior, Codices manuscripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae [Romae, 
1885] p. 49; Rabe, Rhenisches Museum N.F. 63 [1908] pp. 421f.). Paper, 
14th cent., 232 X 155 mm., 243 foll, 25 lines. — Fol. 4" Vita (excerpt); 4Y 
Hecuba; 28" arg. to Orest.; 29"—62r Orestes; (62Y blank;) 63° arg. to 
Phoen.; 647-977 Phoentssae; (97% blank;) 98° arg. to Med.; 98” Medea; 
125° arg. to Hippol.; 125% Hippolytus; 152" arg. to Alc.; 153r Alcestis; 
174” arg. to Androm.; 175” Andromache; 199* arg. to T'road.; Troades; 
224' arg. to Rhes.; 225'-242' (through the sixth line of the upper part of 
the page 242", the rest of the page being blank) Rhesus 1-940; 242*—243Y 
Rhesus 941—996. No scholia. 

On this ms., cf. Petrus Elmsley, Euripidis Medea (Lipsiae, 1822) pp. 
vf. Elmsley thought that Palatinus 98 was derived (but not described 
directly) from Vatic. 909. On the other hand, August Nauck (Euripidis 
tragoediae? I p. XLI) decidedly stated that Palat. 98 was an apograph of 
Vatic. 909, made at a time when the end of Rhesus was complete in Vatic. 
909. Rabe, loc. cit., especially examined the newly reinstated last leaf of 
Vatic. 909 containing Rhes. 899—940 and agreed that Palat. 98 with regard 
to this portion is an apograph of Vatic. 909. But Rabe correctly believed 
that the transcript of Vatic. 909 in Palat. 98 ended in Pal. 98 fol. 242° 
with the line Rhes. 940. The rest of fol. 2427 in Palat. 98 was left blank, 
then on the next page the scribe of Pal. 98 started copying the end of 
Rhesus most probably from some other source (possibly from a text related 
to L) and completed the conclusion of the play on fol. 242—243” (Rhesus 
941-996) .14* 

At any rate, Va can be used in our present concern with the triad as a 
vicarious witness wherever the pertinent portion of V is lost, on an assump- 
tion that V was still complete (through Rhes. 940) when Va was tran- 
scribing it. Yet, there is one consideration which appreciably reduces the 


147 Four plays (Alcestis, Andromache, Troades, Rhesus) were copied directly from 
the Palatinus 98 in the Copenhagen, Gamle Kongelig Samling 417 (cf. below, p. 332). 
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authority of Va, and that is the fact that Va, in transcribing V, occasionally 
used to interpolate the text, mostly for metrical reasons. This was noticed 
by Elmsley, Euripidis Medea (1822) pp. v f. 

For the agreement of Va with V, cf.: Hec. 56 cides tap V cides pap Va; 
387 xreveire V Va! ; Orest. 11 ye Óvyarép'] Ovyarépa y VVa; 137 py yodeire] 
py krvireire V Va; Phoen. 2 $eiyey 9" V Va. 

Some examples will show how Va departed from V by interpolating the 
text: Hec. 277 xepós V xepós y' Va (for metrical reasons). Elmsley loc. cit. 
quoted several examples of interpolations in Va, e.g.: Med. 281 rivos p 
(xar. Thode yas ároaTéAAes kpéoy V : tivos w éxart rae yis aréAAess xpcoy Va 
(for metrical reasons). Nonetheless, we shall quote readings of Va wherever 
V is lost, but we shall bear in mind the possibility of an interpolation in 
Va implying some uncertainty in the identification of a Va reading with 
the lost V reading.!*? 

To support the evidence of the vetustiores, I shall occasionally use (as 
I said above, p. 83) Euripidean quotations from an anthology represented 
by two closely related mss. of the 12'^ century: Athos Vatopedi 36 and 
Venice 507. I prefer to believe that they are gemelli rather than to assume 
that, e.g., the Venice 507 is a copy of the Vatopedi 36. The age of these 
mss. vouches for the integrity of their evidence in relation to the much 
later interpolations. 

Mount Athos, Mov) Baromediov, 36 (cf. Xodpovios Eborparuibgs kal 'ApkdBus 
Barome0wos, KardAoyos rov év rye iepat Mov Baromediov droxepévwv KkoSixov 
[‘Aytoperrexy BiBAtoOyxn A’. Paris, 1924] = Harvard Theological Studies 11 
[1924] p. 13). Parchment, 12t* cent., 23 X 16 cm., 209 foll., 30 lines to a 
page for the text of the excerpts. This is a gnomology which, among 
other items, contains excerpts from Euripides’ eight select plays: fol. 120" 
yvapos TOU évpirid(ov) - éxáfjgs; 121% & rov ópécrov évpur(bov; 122° évpurióov 
èx röv powocwv (Sic); 123" evpiridou èx ToU immodvrov; 125% èx ras pndeias 


148 I shall content myself here with one very characteristic and instructive case: 
Hec. 982 ui» uiv» el MBASSa. It is obvious that ué» uiv el is the reading of the 
old tradition, shared also by the recentiores and by Moschopulus. This reading is 
faulty, because the trimeter then has 14 syllables. The easiest solution was found 
by Thomas, who liked correcting iambics by dropping some words to reduce the 
number of syllables to 12 syllables (cf. below, p. 168 note 182). Accordingly, he 
dropped aiv and read ué» el. Now, we find uà» ef in Va. The problem is whether 
pey el was found by Va in V, or uév jui» el was also in V whose text scribe Va 
corrected? I am inclined rather to think so. Otherwise, if we should postulate the 
correct reading èv el for V, it would mean that the Vatican class alone preserved 
the correct reading, while the other branch of the vetustiores, the Venice class, 
coincided in the error with recentiores, which are an independent family of the 
commented tradition. This would be an impossible situation. Under these circum- 
stances, we have to assume that the faulty reading in question was an error of the 
whole commented tradition, and that Va itself individually shortened the line. 
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(unSias a.c.) évperidov; 127° ebpuríbov dvÓpoudyg; 128' èx ris dAxnoridos 
évptriSou ; 129—130" eupuridou & roù proov. 

Venice, Bibl. Nazionale Marciana, greco 507 (No. di collocazione 293). 
Cf. Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca p. 272; Otto Hense, 
Acta Societatis Philologae Lipsiensis VI (Lipsiae, 1876) pp. 333-335; 
Carolus Schenkl, *De gnomologio quod est in codice Marciano graeco 
DVII,” Wiener Studien 11 (1889) pp. 309-314; Wilamowitz, Einleitung 
in die attische Tragödie p. 171 note 101. Parchment, 12'^ cent., 247 X 
175 mm., 208 foll., 30 lines to a page for the text of the excerpts. — Fol. 
123° yvapat Tov évpur(o(ov)* éxaBys; 124° éx ToU Ópécrov évpur(óov; 124Y 
évpiriĝov èx trav $ow[.]ocov; !*? 125" évpuríBov éx rov immoAvrov; 127% èx Tys 
pelas évpur(óov ; 129° évpimidou åvôpopaxn; 130° èx ris dXxxorióos évpurióov ; 
"131—132" évpiridou êk rod pyaov. 

Both mss. Vatopedi 36 and Venice 507 agree very closely. They have 
almost the same number of folios, the same number of lines to a page, and 
seem to have throughout the same distribution of material (cf. the descrip- 
tions of the volumes in the catalogues quoted above). The headlines of 
Euripidean excerpts agree most closely. The Venice 507 seems to be some- 
what younger than the Vatopedi 36. For common errors, e.g., cf. con- 
cordant readings of both mss.: Hec. 370 rov om., Orest. 3 éx0os, 543 rau- 
ciuovs, Phoen. 395 SovAevraiov.°° The excerpts in both manuscripts stem 
from eight (out of nine) select plays of Euripides (only T'roades is not 
represented). 

There are some other gnomologies which I am not using here. They 
might deserve some study concerning their relationship to the transmitted 
text.!*1 


In order to give in the evidence of the genuine tradition some representa- 


14 Obviously, $oweco» was in the source of Venice 507, as it appears in the 
Vatopedi 36. The Venice scribe wrote the title correctly, but then erased « to con- 
form with his source. 

15? The most striking reading of Vatopedi 36 and Venice 507 appears Hec. 1194: 
the transmitted old reading dszóAorro xoíris carried by the veteres, Moschopulus, 
Thomas, is corrupt: the correct reading dzoóXovr' oór:s 1 carried by Vatopedi 36 
and Venice 507 (the same correct reading was found conjecturally by Triclinius). 
It is hardly possible that this anthology could have preserved the genuine reading 
in its correct form, if it was corrupted in the medieval tradition. Most probably, 
it was a metrical correction of the anthologist. 

151 There is a gnomology in the ms. Florence, Laur. 7, 15 (cf. Ang. Mar. Bandini, 
Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae varía con- 
tinens opera graecorum patrum I [Florentiae, 1764] pp. 252 ff.), parchment, 11th 
cent. 252 foll. The ms. contains the gnomology of Ioannes Georgides (cf. Krum- 
bacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? p. 602; Ben Edwin Perry, Aesopica 
I [Urbana, 1952] pp. 248, 254 ff., 262 ff.), and another gnomology on fol. 103*—-end. 
I examined the few Euripidean quotations scattered in this gnomology (as listed in 
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tion to the younger veteres, i.e., to the recentiores, which carry the old 
iradition with some slight changes made, as it seems, in the later medieval 
period, and which are limited to the plays of the triad, I shall include in 
the attestation readings of R and S. If a reading of either of them is 
unavailable, I shall add the testimony of Sa (Vatic. 1345), a ms. related 
to S. This is the description of these mss. 


R= Bibl. Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 1135 (cf. Godofredus Faehse, 
Sylloge lectionum graecarum glossarum scholvorum in tragtcos graecos 
atque Platonem [Lipsiae, 1813] pp. xx11, 273 ff. ; Schwartz, Scholia Eurip. 
I p. IX). Parchment palimpsest, ca. 1300 a.p. for the Euripidean scriptura 
superior, 167 X 120 mm., 152 foll. The ms. to judge from its script, is 
decidedly of South Italian provenience 15? and quite resembles the Sophocles 
palimpsest G (Florence, Laur. Conv. Soppr. 152).'5* In 1797, the ms. was 


the index of Bandini, op. cit, I p. 254) ; they derive from Stobaeus and, therefore, 
have no independent value. 

There is an interesting gnomology in the ms. Vatic. Barberini graec. 4 (I have 
inspected the proofs of the forthcoming catalogue by Valentinus Capocci, Codices 
Barberiniani graeci I [Bybliotheca Vaticana]; cf. Seymour de Ricci, “ Liste som- 
maire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheca Barberina," Revue des bibliothéques 
17 [1907] pp. 83 f.; Rud. Schoell-Guil. Studemund, Anecdota varia graeca et latina 
I [Berolini, 1886] pp. 168 f.; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare I p. 247 note 5; 
Giancarlo Bolognesi, Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei. Bolletino del Comitato per 
la preparazione della Edizione Nazionale dei Classici Greci e Latini N.S. fasc. II 
[Roma, 1953] pp. 71 ff.). There are many excerpts from Euripides. Paper (bomby- 
cine), ca. 1300 A.D., 128 x 85 mm., 111 + 187 foll. — Excerpts from the following plays: 
fol. 9" from Andromache; llt Alcestis; 12* Troades; 13r Rhesus; 14r Hippolytus; 
10r Medea; 17—18: Bacchae; 20*-21' (lower margin) text of Orestes 491—516; 
26r-27* from Hecuba; 28:-29* text of Orestes 448—451; 297-32" from Phoenissae. 
However, there are also two fragments from Scyrii and Bellerophon (known other- 
wise from Stobaeus). The choice of plays excerpted points to a copy of select, i.e., 
annotated plays, and the inclusion of Bacchae would confirm the assumption that 
the Bacchae belonged to the commented plays (cf. below, pp. 241, 311). 

Another interesting gnomology appears in the ms. Escorial, X.I.13 (no. 352 in 
E. Miller, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque de l'Escurial [Paris, 
1848] pp. 296 ff.). Paper (without watermarks), early 14th cent., 315 x 220 mm., 
387 foll. The paper of this ms. has a Western size, and the lack of watermarks 
points to an early part of the 14th century. There are excerpts from the following 
plays of Euripides: fol. 319* from Hecuba; 321r Orestes; 323» “ Phaedra” (= Hippo- 
lytus) ; 324* Phoenissae; 3201-328: Medea; 329% Andromache; 331r Troades; 33lv- 
332r Rhesus. 

153 This was correctly observed by Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 437 note 2. 

183 Cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 110 ff. and plates IV-V. To the mss. from 
Lower Italy referred to in my Studies pp. 113f. note 131, I should add the ms. 
Paris grec 2572 of the year 1295/6 (cf. Henri Omont, Fac-similés des manuscrits 
greca datés de la Bibliothèque Nationale du IXe au XIV® siècle [Paris, 1891] plate 
64/11 and Notice des planches p. 13; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 80; 
the year of the subscription on fol. 120° is written clearly — 6804 a.m., 9th indiction; 


Google 


THE MOSCHOPULEAN RECENSION 95 


taken to Paris and remained there several years (cf. Recensto manuscrip- 
torum codicum qui ex universa Bibliotheca Vaticana selecti iussu Dnt. nri. 
Pu VI pont. m. prid. Id. Iul. an. MDCCLXXXXVII. procuratoribus 
Gallorum ture belli, seu pactarum tnduciarum ergo, et initae pacis traditi 
fuere [Lipsiae, 1803] pp. 69 f.). — Fol. 17-10v ancient scholia on Hecuba; 
11" arg. to Hec.; 11.43" Hecuba; 43* arg. to Orest. ; 44-87" Orestes; 871— 
101" ancient scholia on Orestes; 102"—103* arg. to Phoen.; 104'-148' Phoe- 
nissae. Apart from continuous scholia sets on Hecuba and Orestes, there 
are in the text parts only sporadic scholia on the three plays. The ms. R 
seems to be a very interesting witness, because it shows that occasionally its 
text shared some special features with M. It appears that the Copenhagen 
417 (cf. below, p. 329) in its triad text is related !5* to R. Some scholia and 
readings were reported from R (when it was in Paris) by Faehse, op. cit. 
pp. 273-277, 277—294. Porson (cf. Ricardus Porson, Euripidis Hecuba 
[Lipsiae, 1824] p. 3) reported some readings from this ms. with the 


also cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 104 note); the Paris Supplément grec 681 fol. 4r-0* of 
1297/8 a.D. (Omont plate 71/1 and Notice des planches p. 14 — quite similar to the 
Vatic. 1135, our R); the Paris grec 1087 fol. 49r-50r (arg. to Eur. Orest., and 
Orestes 1-31 with old scholia: cf. below, p. 353); the Vatic. gr. 2383 of 1287 A.D. 
(cf. Aristide Colonna, Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei. Bolletino del Comitato per 
la preparazione della Edizione Nazionale dei Classici Greci e Latini N.S. fasc. II 
[1953] p. 31, and N.S. fasc. III [1954] plate 1 = Vatic. gr. 2383 fol. 62v). Cf. also in 
general: M.-L. Concasty, “ Manuscrits grecs originaires de l'Italie méridionale con- 
servés à Paris," Atti dello VIII Congresso Internazionale di studi bizantini I 
(= Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici T. Roma, 1953) pp. 22-34; R. Weiss, “ The Greek 
Culture of South Italy in the Later Middle Ages," Proceedings of the British 
Academy vol. XXXVII (1961) pp. 33 ff. Now cf. Robert Devreesse, Les manuscrits 
grecs de l'Italie méridionale (histoire, classement, paléographie) (Studi e Testi, 183. 
Città del Vaticano, 1955). 

The ms, Paris Supplément grec 681 fol. 4r-0* was subscribed on fol. 9 (cf. Omont, 
loc. cit.; Pierre Batiffol, L'ebbaye de Rossano [Paris, 1891] pp. 95, 162; Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 227): éreXew0(*) 1d wapdy Bi(BX)or xeipl 
kaXov dy:owerpir (ov) Tro» *yaXaT (() wr, Oéuaros lópov (a) s rw gwg ér(et) l» (Scxrcwvos) 
ia: The subscription was made by KaAés of San Pietro in Galatina in Terra d'Otranto 
in 1297/8. On scribes from San Pietro in Galatina, cf. C. Wendel, “ Die rarerórns 
des griechischen Schreibermónches," Byzantinische Zeitschrift 43 (1950) pp. 203 ff. 
The writing of the Euripides ms. Vatic. 1135 (our R) resembles so strongly the 
script of KaXós of San Pietro in Galatina (especially if one compares the prose pages 
of scholia in R with the less careful writing in Paris Supplément grec 681 fol. 9") 
that, even if I do not venture to state the identity of the two scribes, I do not 
hesitate to suppose that the Vatic. 1135 may have come from the very same 
scriptorium of San Pietro in Galatina. The writing style of Vatic, 2383 (see above) 
is quite similar. 

184 Cf. Hea, 818 11000» R and Copenhagen 417 prima manu; 399 od u$» ye R and 
Cop. 417; Hec. 965 &Axorr. R and Cop. 417 prima manu (afporr. Rye); Heo. 1147 
vx’ (Me R and Cop. 417. Cf. below, pp. 331, 343. 
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symbol G (“ Parisiensis, cujus lectiones quasdam enotavit amicus meus"). 
The symbol R is mine. 


Another witness of the text of the triad, a ms. that is an obvious carrier 
of the younger tradition of the recentiores, is the ms. Salamanca 31, for 
the first time used here. 

S = Salamanca, Biblioteca Universitaria, 31 (once No. 1-1-18 in Charles 
Graux — Albert Martin, Notices sommaires des manuscrits grecs d'Espagne 
et de Portugal [Nouvelles Archives des Missions scientifiques et littéraires 
II. Paris, 1892] pp. 156-160; cf. Pierre Boudreaux, Oppten d'Apamee, 
La Chasse [Bibliothéque de l'École des Hautes Études. Sciences historiques 
et philologiques. 172. Paris, 1908] pp. 16 f.). Paper, 1326 A.D., 308 x 222 
mm., 11+ 207 foll. The ms. was written by 'Iodvvgs ávayvoorgs 6 KaAAlar- 
6pos!55 who made a subscription in June, 1326 A.D. (fol. 797) : f éreAeus0 
To vapóy BifA(ov 5a xepós poù iw(dvw)ov ávayvocr(ov) ro? KxadArdvdp (ov) 
kara piva ioóv (1) ov iv(Bucrtavos) O érovs GoA8 + (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber p. 172). — Fol. 114" érvuoAoyíau kai GAAGrra tov spur (ov) 
Spaparos TOU evpiridovs ToU mepi THs éxaBys; 115% metrical text (inc. of &rvA- 
AaBou réocapeas orovdeios éx úo paxpov) ; 116° Toaaxiov roù rlérfou é&ysoats 
eis Tov eUpurióqy (inc. Tois Trav momruav BiBAiwy rarápyeoðaı péAAovar — des. 
yeypad«s = Tzetzes, in: Lycophronts Alexandra rec. Eduardus Scheer II 
[ Berolini, 1898] pp. 1.7—4.21) ; 1177 Vita; 119r arg. to Hec.; 119v Hecuba; 
144° arg. to Orest.; Orestes; 169" arg. to Phoen.; 170*-206* Phoenissae. 
Old scholia on the three plays. 


Very closely related to S is the ms. Sa (Vatic. 1845), from which, as 
I said, I shall occasionally quote readings, in order to supplement the 
evidence of the recentiores if the testimony of either R or S will be 
unavailable or affected by some accidental slip which will make that testi- 
mony meaninglessly discordant. 


Sa = Biblioteca Vaticana, eod. Vaticanus graec. 1345 (cf. Pierre de 
Nolhac, La bibliothèque de Fulvio Orsini [Bibliothèque de l’École des 
Hautes Études. Sciences philologiques et historiques, 74. Paris, 1887] p. 
184; Schwartz, Schol. Eurip. I pp. ix f.). Paper (bombycine), 14*^ cent., 
242 X 175 mm., 181 foll. Written in the Euripides portion (fol. 957-1807) 
by one Theodorus (cf. the note on fol. 957, repeated on fol. 1b"): t x(pior)è 


155 Kar] von Holzinger, Die Aristophaneshandschriften der Wiener Hofbibliothek 
I (Sitzungsberichte der Kais. Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien. Philos.-Histor. 
Kl. 167. Band, 4. Abhandlung. Wien, 1911) pp. 42f., suggested that the scribe 
"Iwavyns dvayyworns [ ] who subscribed the Vienna phil. gr. 219 in April, 
1337, might be identical with the scribe of Salamanca 31. This guess was not 
correct, for the handwritings of the two mss, are different. On the Vienna phil. gr. 
219, cf. Bick, Die Schreiber der Wiener griechischen Handschriften pp. 35 f. and 
plate 23 (with a facsimile page of the ms.) ; cf. above, p. 32 note 49, p. 41 note 63. 
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xpoyyou TOv ÜcoÓopov wovwy (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber 
p. 142; the Oppian portion at the beginning of the ms. is written by a 
different hand). Once owned by Cardinal Isidorus Ruthenus (cf. Giovanni 
Mercati, Scritti d'Isidoro il cardinale Ruteno [Studi e Testi, 46. Roma, 
1926] p. 95). Later, this was Greek ms. 31 in the library of Fulvio Orsini 
(fol. 1a") : povABiov rov obpatvov BiBAos nv: «bre ráb' éypadero ez libris fuluij 
Vrsint (cf. de Nolhac pp. 184, 337). — Fol. 95* Vita; 96" scholia on Hec. 
begin; 97" Hecuba; 123° arg. to Orest.; 123% Orestes; 154° arg. to Phoen.; 
1557-179" Phoenissae; 180° érvuoAoyía: nat dAAarr(a» ToU Tporov Spaparos 
ToU evpimid(ov) roU epi 17s éxaBys (a few notes on Hecuba — cf. S fol. 114"). 
Ancient scholia on the three plays. Some scholia were reported by Dindorf 
(in the Addenda, vol. IV pp. 231 ff.) and also were occasionally quoted or 
referred to by Schwartz in his edition. 

The above veteres, i.e., both vetustiores and recentiores, will be quoted 
by me as witnesses of the old text tradition, with the obvious reservation 
that some of the recentiores may occasionally have joined a Byzantine 
recension in a sporadic interpolation. In some cases, I may enlarge the 
evidence of the veteres by adding the testimony of some more recentiores 
(beside R and S). 

For the indirect tradition of the Euripides text, references were com- 
piled by Kirchhoff in his edition (among the notes). Some additions to 
Kirchhoff’s data on the triad are to be found in August Nauck, Éurtpi- 
deische Studien I (Mémoires de Académie Impériale des Sciences de 
St.Pétersbourg, VII* série. Tome I, No. 12. St. Petersburg, 1859) pp. 25- 
27, 65-67, 104—106. For Euripidean papyri, cf. the list in: Roger A. Pack, 
The Greek and Latin Literary Texts From Greco-Roman Egypt (University 
of Michigan. General Library Publications, No. 8. Ann Arbor, 1952) pp. 
23-25 525° also cf. Manuel Fernández-Galiano, “ Los papiros de tragedias 
griegas, en los ültimos aiios," Investigación y Progreso 16 (1945) pp. 148 ff. 


186 No. 315 in Pack (Akhmim papyrus: Rhes. 48-96) is now in Paris, Bibl. Nat., 
with the call number ms. Supplément grec 1099. — No. 279 in Pack is the Leningrad 
cod. graec. 154 (cf. (E. de Muralt Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la Biblio- 
thèque Impériale Publique [St.-Pétersbourg, 18604] p. 26 under ms. XV4; Victor 
Jernstedt, “ Grecheskaia rukopis’ koptskago pisma. Otryvki iz Andromakhi Ev- 
ripida," in: Victoris Jernstedt Opuscula. Sbornik statei po klasicheskoi filologii 
Viktora Karlovicha Ernshtedta [S.-Peterburg, 1907] pp. 235-240; Gregor Zereteli- 
O. Krueger, Papyri russischer und georgischer Sammlungen I [Tiflis, 1925] no. 8 
pp. 58-60). — No. 282 in Pack should be now quoted as Pap. Antinoopolis 24 (C. H. 
Roberts, The Antinoopolis Papyri part I [Egypt Exploration Society. London, 1950] 
pp. 54-57). Also Pap. Antinoopolis 23 (Roberts I pp. 52-54: Eur. Medea 825—839, 
864—878) can be added now, as well as Pap. Oryrh. 2335 (Androm. 954-1022), Pap. 
Oryrh. 2336 (Hel. 630-674), Pap. Ozyrh. 2337 (Med. 1149-1163, 1171-1190): cf. 
The Oxyrhynchus Papyri part XXII edited by E. Lobel and C. H. Roberts (London, 
1954) pp. 103 ff. 
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For the Byzantine recensions, I shall use in the manuscript evidence 
the following witnesses. First, for the Moschopulean recension, I shall 
take the concordant testimony of two Moschopulean mss.: X = Oxford 
Auct.F.3.25 (described and discussed above, pp. 42 f.), and Aa = Oxford 
Barocci 120, described below. If these two mss. do not agree with each 
other because either of them made a slip, then I shall quote another Mos- 
chopulean witness, Xb= Florence Laur. Conv. Soppr. 71, in order to 
establish the Moschopulean reading. For X, I refer to the description made 
above (p. 42) and I remind the reader that we identified in X Moscho- 
pulean scholia and took this very factor as an indication of the Moscho- 
pulean character of the X text. 

Xa = Oxford, Bodleian Library, ms. Barocci 120 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus 
I col. 199; No. 120 in Madan-Craster, Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 6). 
Paper (bombycine), 14'^ cent., 245 X 173 mm., 111 foll. Written by several 
hands. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1" arg. to Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 31° arg. to Orest.; 
32° Orestes; 69" arg. to Phoen.; 70'-109v Phoentssae; 110*—111* a letter 
of Moschopulus headlined roù 8o/Aov trys xparaus kai ay(tas) Baowetas aov 
pavovjA ToU pooxowovA(ov) Tov ávejio9 roù xpygparicavros xpyrgs (inc. éyo 
coóorare BacwWéwv kai avuxaÜéarare — des. rüv dderAopevwv abro koAdceov: cf. 
Lionello Levi, Studi Italian: di filologia classica 10 [1902] pp. 66 f.; the 
same letter appears in the ms. X fol. 96—97", cf. above, p. 43). Moscho- 
pulean scholia on the three plays. Vita and arguments are also in the 
Moschopulean version. It seems that Xa is closely related to X as is indicated 
by the presence of the same letter of Moschopulus in both mss. As a reserve 
witness, in case of disagreement between X and Xa, we shall use Xb. 

Xb — Florence, Bibl. Laurenziana, Conventi Soppressi 71 (cf. Rostagno- 
Festa, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 1 [1893] p. 147; Turyn, Sophocles 
Recension of Moschopulus p. 128; a facsimile of fol. 8' = Soph. Aiax 1-19 
in Turyn, Studies in Sophocles plate IX). See below, plate I. Paper, 14'^ 
cent., 225 X 145mm., 246 foll. Former owners: Giovanni Aurispa who 
wrote a Latin epigram in this ms. in Chios in 1413 (cf. Remiggio Sabba- 
dini, Carteggio di Giovanni Aurtspa [Fonti per la storia d'Italia pubblicate 
dall'Istituto Storico Italiano. Epistolari. Roma, 1931] pp. 3f.) ; Antonio 
Corbinelli (1 1425) ; Badia Fiorentina (cf. Blum, La biblioteca della Badia 
Fiorentina e i codici di Antonio Corbinellt pp. 49, 159). After a Moscho- 
pulean Sophocles (triad), follows the Euripidean triad (I quote folio num- 
bers marked in pencil in the lower left corner of each recto) : fol. 124 Vita; 
arg. to Hec.; 124” Hecuba; 154" arg. to Orest.; 155" Orestes; 1977 arg. to 
Phoen.; 198'-244" Phoenissae (1-1687). Moschopulean scholia on the 
three plays. Vita and arguments are likewise Moschopulean. If we dismiss 
grammatical notes on fol. 245" and a fragment of Lucian on fol. 2467, both 
items written by different hands, then the volume represents Sophocles and 
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Euripides in the Moschopulean recension. This ms. was formerly in the 
Badia Fiorentina under No. 2817 and then carried the number 76. Under 
this number it was listed by Matthiae (Euripidis tragoediae tom. I p. VI, 
tom. IV p. rv); its scholia are collated in Matthiae tom. IV and V with 
the symbol Fl. 76, and in Dindorf with the same symbol. 

For the Thoman recension, I shall quote normally two witnesses. First, 
I have to restate (cf. above, p. 44) that we are in a position to distinguish 
the first Thoman recension and the second one. For the first Thoman 
recension, the best and most reliable witness is to be considered the manu- 
script Z: 

Z = Cambridge, University Library, Nn.3.14 fol. I'-121v (the first Eu- 
ripidean part of the volume). Cf. above, pp. 44 ff. It contains the Thoman 
Vita and the triad: Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae, with Thoman arguments, 
scholia, and glosses. If need be we can check the readings of Z by using 
the evidence of a manuscript which is a gemellus of Z, namely, Za. | 

Za = London, British Museum, Arundel ms. 540 (cf. <J. Forshally 
Catalogue of Manuscripts in the British Museum. New Series. vol. I (1834] 
part 1 p. 164; E. Maunde Thompson, “ Catalogue of Classical Manuscripts,” 
Classical Review 2 [1888] p. 173). Paper, 15'^ cent., 211 X 135mm., 135 
foll, 17 lines. Former owners: Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel, 1585- 
1646; then Henry Howard, Duke of Norfolk, 1628-1684 (cf. on them, 
Dictionary of National Biography X pp. 73 ff., X pp. 32 ff., respectively) ; 
Royal Society in London, where it carried the number 24 (cf. fol. 2r). — 
Fol. 277v Hec. 1-48, a later replacement (disregarded by us); 3'-5Y Hec. 
49-151 (original part); 6'-7" Hec. 143-233, a later replacement (disre- 
garded). The rest, fol. 8-135, represents the original codex: fol. 87-37" 
Hecuba 234-end; 38" arg. to Orest.; 397-88" Orestes (headlined edpiridou 
jAéxrpa by a different hand) ; 88° arg. to Phoen. ; 90'-135v Phoenissae 1- 
1563 (headlined epur(Bov oiSixovs by a different hand) ; the end is missing. 
Thoman scholia and glosses on the three plays; the arguments to Orest. 
and to Phoen. are Thoman (the argument to Hec. is missing). Readings 
of this ms. were reported by Porson in his editions of Hec., Orest., Phoen., 
with the symbol R (cf. Porson, Euripidis Hecuba [Lipsiae, 1824] p. 
[rxvr1]). 

The ms. Za is & gemellus of Z. Both mss. agree in many errors, e.g.: 
Hec. 824 pév om. ZZa, Orest. 504 róy om. ZZa, Orest. 526 à ráXas eyes ZZa, 
and they share in many peculiar readings common to Z and Za only, e.g.: 
Orest. 97 areixew] 5&ewv ZZa. They resemble each other so closely that one 
might wonder whether Za is an apograph of Z. But this is not so because 
there are cases in which Z has an error while Za is correct: cf. Hec. 856 
Bovreiow Z erroneously: BovAcioa Za correctly; Hec. 1012 oe om. Z: habet 
Za; Orest. 22 vpeis pèv Z erroneously: pév rpes Za correctly; Phoen. 1337 
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avro Z erroneously: ávre Za correctly; Phoen. 1500 Sdxpvor Saxpvow AdBw Z 
(with a gloss AaBw written in the text) : Sdxpvor daxpvow Za correctly (with 
the gloss AdBw added above the line by Za?). 

The text which Z and Za seem to represent extremely faithfully must 
have been the text of the first Thoman edition. Perhaps the common 
source of ZZa was the authentic exemplar of the first Thoman edition. 
I pointed out above (p. 45) that the handwriting of a collaborator visible 
in Z and in the Aeschylean continuation of Z in the ms. Cambridge 
Nn.3.17 A is the handwriting of the Vaticanus 1333 which contains the 
Sophoclean tetrad in the first Thoman edition and a Thoman Pindar 
(Olympia). Since Za parallels most exactly the text of Z, we assume that 
to all practical purposes Z alone can represent the first Thoman edition. 
We shall use Za only in those cases where the testimony of Z is unavailable 
(because of original folios lost). 


As a representative copy of the second Thoman edition I shall use the 
ms. Zb: 


Zb — Bibl. Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 51| (cf. Iohannes Mercati — 
Pius Franchi de’ Cavalieri, Codices Vaticani graeci I [Romae, 1928] pp. 
46 f.). Paper, 14 cent., 224 X 142 mm., 11+ 145 foll. Once owned by 
Cardinal Bessarion (cf. Mercati-de’ Cavalieri, op. cit. I p. xx). — Fol. 1' 
Hecuba (28-end) ; 32v arg. to Orest. (beginning only, the following folio 
with the rest of the arg. was lost) ; 33r Orestes; 66" arg. to Phoen. (Thoman, 
but in the Triclinian version and with the headline taken from Triclinius) ; 
67*—103* Phoentssae. Thoman scholia on the three plays. After schol. 
Orest. 908, the scholia for the rest of Orestes are sporadic and rare; the 
same situation prevails after schol. on Phoen. 600, for the rest of Phoe- 
nissae. The scholia and glosses on Phoenissae are written in red. The 
Triclinian version of the Thoman argument to Phoen. and its Triclinian 
headline are an accidental element, obviously taken from another source; 
the Thoman character of the ms. is not affected by it. The reason why 
I consider this ms. to be a representative of the second Thoman edition 
is that some interpolations carried uniquely by Z and Za do not appear 
in Zb and that some scholia appear in an enlarged form in Zb in relation 
to ZZa or even are exhibited in Zb while they are missing in ZZa. There 
appear in Zb some new interpolations that are not extant in ZZa. Some- 
times a Thoman reading of ZZa is rejected in Zb or other mss. of the second 
Thoman edition in favor of a Moschopulean reading or of an old reading. 
In general, cf. below, pp. 165 ff. (in the discussion of the Thoman recension). 
I wish to emphasize that the second Thoman edition in its master copy 
was (as in Sophocles) an edition with many optional variants recorded, 
and consequently copies derived from it often diverge in the acceptance or 
rejection of some optional variants. 'That is why copies of the second 
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Thoman edition often vary among themselves. At any rate, when the 
reading of Zb is recorded by us it will show how a copy of the second 
Thoman edition exemplified by this particular manuscript could agree 
with, or differ from, the first edition represented by Z (or Za). It is 
obvious that Zb sometimes may not coincide with other mss. of the second 
Thoman edition, because of different choices made by them in the case of 
an optional reading. But, on the whole, the inclusion of the evidence of 
Zb will give the reader an idea of a manuscript of the second Thoman 
edition. Sometimes, if the testimony of Zb is unavailable or if it is not 
indicative of the possible variants of the second Thoman edition, I may 
adduce the testimony of some other ms. of the second Thoman edition, 
e.g., Ze (Copenhagen 3549), or Zd (Cambridge, Univ. Libr., Nn.3.14 fol. 
122—207) or Zs (Mount Sinai 1196), or Zu (Uppsala 15) ; on these mss., 
cf. below, pp. 180 f., 180, 184, 185 f., respectively. 


As to the Triclinian text, the situation is quite simple, because the only 
authentic and final carrier of the Triclinian edition is 


T = Rome, Bibl. Angelica, greco 14 (cf. above, pp. 23 ff.). This ms., 
as I pointed out, was partially written by Triclinius himself and, in the 
parts written by the original scribe of the codex, it was supplemented and 
revised by Triclinius. In this way, the whole ms. is either written by 
Triclinius or accepted and authenticated by Triclinius. A comparison of 
the original text of the volume with Thoman mss. shows clearly that, while 
the original scribe exhibits a text agreeing in general with ZZa, yet in 
many cases his text departs from ZZa and agrees with what we consider 
the text of the second Thoman recension. Thus the original parts of the 
volume T actually are a witness of the second Thoman edition, unless 
Triclinius corrected in those parts some peculiar Thoman readings which 
he did not accept. I think that the reader should be in a position to recog- 
nize easily, when readings of T are recorded, whether a given reading 
stands in a part written by the original Thoman scribe or by Triclinius 
himself or, as it happens sometimes, if it stands in an original Thoman 
portion, whether it was possibly corrected by Triclinius. Of course, even 
in a portion rewritten by Triclinius, iambics presumably were copied, on 
. the whole, as they had stood before in the removed Thoman portion that 
had belonged to the second Thoman edition. At any rate, I decided to 
mark readings from T with distinctive exponents. T? means a reading from 
an original Thoman portion of the codex T. And, quite naturally, T* will 
agree with the Thoman tradition and show that peculiar inconsistency 
characteristic of the second Thoman recension. Then, Tt means a reading 
from a portion written by Triclinius himself. If we are faced with such 
a situation that Triclinius corrected a reading in an original Thoman 
portion, then I shall quote both T?, the reading before correction, and Tt, 
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the reading introduced by Triclinius. It goes without saying that the 
reading which was allowed to stand in T (regardless of its origination, 
whether T* or Tt) received the authority of the final Triclinian reading. 

If the text of T happens to be illegible, I shall use instead the ms. 
Ta = cod. Urbinas graec. 142 (cf. below, p. 194) which is a direct apograph 
of T. 

After the above preliminary remarks about the setup of the evidence 
to be used in the presentation of the Byzantine recensions, J am going 
to present systematically the distinctive features of the Moschopulean 
recension. 

First, we should give attention to the Euripidean Vita in that recension. 

According to the procedure established above, we have to give considera- 
tion to the old tradition of the Vita. The ‘ old’ Vita is printed in Schwartz, 
Schola I pp. 1-6. Its manuscript attestation cannot be drawn from the 
mss. selected by us above, because HMCVR contain no Vita, B has a later 
replacement at the beginning, and A departs for the Vita from the old 
tradition. The beginning of a ms. was most exposed to wear and tear, 
and this explains the lack of Vita in many manuscripts. Still Schwartz 
found many manuscripts that can be used for the text of the Vita. I 
should like to stress that S and its gemellus Sa should be used for the Vita. 
To be sure, Sa (Vatic. 1345) was already used by Kirchhoff, Dindorf, and 
Schwartz. 

Moschopulus entirely disregarded the old Vita and instead took over the 
article on Euripides from the Suda,!?* but made peculiar changes in it. 
Some of the Moschopulean modifications I am going to point out below 
by comparing the Vita in XXa (ie, in Moschopulus) with the Suda 
article as printed in the Adler edition. I have also checked the Suda 
readings referred to below in the following manuscripts of the Suda lexicon: 
A (Paris grec 2625 fol. 2447); V (Leiden Voss F2 fol. 134-135"); 
T (Vatic. gr. 881 fol. 232*-2337) ; U (Urbin. gr. 161 fol. 1687) ; M (Venice 
gr. 448 [No. di colloc. 1047] fol. 127%); B (Paris grec 2622 fol. 234- 
2357); E (Brussels 11281 fol. 2207); D (Oxford, Bodleian Library, 
Auct. V.1.52* [once Misc. gr. 289] fol. 274—275") ; I (Rome, Bibl. Angelica, 
greco 75 fol. 15277v). I record below variants from these Suda mss. to the 
readings quoted. Page and line references are made to the text of the 
Moschopulean Vita printed in Dindorf I pp. 13.17—15.4. Here is some 
evidence for changes made by Moschopulus in the Euripidean Vita taken 
from the Suda: 

Vita p. 14.1 Dind. éréyxavey, às dwodeixvvor PiAcxopos Sudae AVTUMDI, 
-xwpos BE: érvyxavey otca, ds Budxopos (-xopos X) awodeixwow Euripidis 
XXa. 


187 Cf. Suidae Lexicon edidit Ada Adler II (1931) pp. 468 f. sub E 3695. 
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p. 14.2 xai éréx05 Sudae ATUMBEDI, xai éré0y V: éré405 9€ Euripidis 
XXa. 

p. 14.6/7 iroorávra xuvdvvovs Sudae ATUMBED, troordvr(a) xivdvvov V, 
vrocrdvra KwOvvovs (ex xivdvvov ipse scriba fecit) I: imoerdvra (xwÓvvovs 
omisso) Euripidis XXa. This omission of xwévvous, obviously made inad- 
vertently by Moschopulus himself, appears in all Moschopulean manuscripts. 
Even Trielinius, when he was transcribing the Moschopulean Vita in T, 
incurred this fault without noticing the lack of object. I should say that 
this reading troordvra (without xwdSvvovs) is the most characteristic feature 
of the Moschopulean version of the Suda Vita of Euripides. 


p. 14.7 oxvOpwrds 8€ y Sudae TUMBEDI, oxvÓporós re qv V: oxvOpwros 


a 
&& rò «Bos qv Euripidis X Xa, oaxvÜpurós 8¢ rò 70os Hv etiam Sudae codex A 
Moschopulum secutus. Obviously, the addition of ro elos was an interpola- 
tion by Moschopulus, adopted in a distorted form by Suda's A. 


p. 14.12 årápas 86 Sudae AVTUMBEDI: peravacras (8$ om.) Euripidis 
XXa. 


p. 14.16 óvoua Avoipaxov, 8éxa prwv dyopacÜévra, rovs BacuWuxoUs ols abrós 
érpebe om. Sudae VTUMBEDI: habent Euripidis XXa, Euripidis codex 
A Moschopulum secutus, rotvopa — érpeóe habet etiam Sudae codex A 
Moschopulum secutus.!5? 


In this connection, we should consider the Euripidean Vita in the Eu- 
ripides ms. A (Paris 2712). It is plainly and simply the Moschopulean 
Vita in the Moschopulean version. I can point, e.g., to such readings of 
the Euripides ms. A: p. 14.1 éróyyavev oboa ws diAdxopos ároDcikvvow, p. 14.2 
ér€xOn Se, p. 14.7 oxvOpwrds 8% rò elos Fv, p. 14.12 peravacras (86 om.), 
p. 14.16 óvoua — érpede extant. As regards p. 14.6/7, after imooravra there 


155 The evaluation of the above readings in the Vita p. 14.7 and 14.16 Dind. in 
the Suda ms. A (Paris 2625 fol. 244r) is a peculiar problem. The folio in question 
belongs in A to its original part marked A proper (without exponent) by J. Bidez, 
“La tradition manuscrite du Lexique de Suidas," Sitzungsberichte der Königlich 
Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften 1912, II p. 851, and referred to as 
pars vetusta of that volume by Ada Adler, Suidae Lexicon V (1938) p. 218. I do 
not share the view of Adler who implied in the apparatus that Moschopulus in some 
peculiarities of the Euripides Vita followed this particular Suda ms. A, and I 
believe that it was rather Suda's A that was interpolated from Moschopulus. In 
the passage p. 14.7 rd 760s appears in Suda only in its codex A. Moschopulus' rà eldos, 
of course, is better than rò 700s in Suda's A. Another coincidence between Suda's A 
and Moschopulus appears in the same Vita Eur. p. 14.16 in the presence of the 
words rotvoua — Erpeme in Suda’s A only. These examples show that Suda’s A in its 
part marked A proper was later than Moschopulus.—On Moschopulean influence 
in Suda’s A’ (Paris 2626, in the part marked so by Bidez, loc. cit., and referred to 
as pars vetusta of that volume by Adler V p. 221), cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles 
p. 106 note 110. Also cf. above, p. 73 note 118. 
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is in A a blank space about 9 letters long. This shows that A in trans- 
scribing the Moschopulean Vita felt the lack of an object after trooravra 
and left a blank space for the missing word to be filled in later on (which 
was not done). Since Paris 2712 is Moschopulean in the Sophoclean triad 
(cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 139 ff.) not only in 
the poetic text but also in its scholia, it is obvious that it is chronologically 
post-Moschopulean. 'This is supported also by the presence of the Moscho- 
pulean Vita of Euripides in the volume. We may consider this fact to 
presage some Moschopulean infiltrations in the poetic text of Euripides 
in A (cf. below, pp. 106 ff.). We are not at all amazed at the fact that the 
argument to Hecuba in A is Moschopulean (see below ).!5? 

The Moschopulean argument to Hecuba in general follows the old tradi- 
lion, as was observed by Triclinius with regard to all the three arguments 
of Moschopulus (cf. above, p. 39). Triclinius implied — by contrasting 
Moschopulean arguments with the old ones preserved dzapasoujres in the 
old mss. — that Moschopulus made some changes in the arguments. This 
is true. I shall quote below some more characteristic changes in the Mos- 
chopulean argument to Hecuba (cf. Schwartz p. 9),!*? and in due course 
I shall discuss Moschopulean interpolations also in the two other arguments. 

In the old evidence presented below for the argument to Hecuba, neces- 
sarily only the available old arguments from RS are quoted ; there are not 
any old arguments available from the vetustiores; A exhibits the Mos- 
chopulean version. 


arg. Hec. p. 9.4 Schwartz e$dywv pre RS: e$aygrac ngtov XXa (also A). 
p. 9.7 ée$afev RS: xarécoaéey XXa (also A). 

p. 9.7/8 év wapaxarabyxy RS: eis wapaxaraOyxny XXa (also A). 

p. 9.10 6 xAs&oy RS: ró xAvóoyvioy XXa (also A). 

p. 9.15 aréagagev RS: xaréogageyv XXa (also A). 

p. 9.15 ris dpdoews RS: rov ó$0aAuoy XXa (also A). 


While these ehanges are not very radical, they are sufficiently charac- 
teristic of the Moschopulean version of the old argument. As I said above, 
it is quite evident that A exhibits the Moschopulean argument to Hecuba, 
with all the peculiar features indicated above. 

The two other Moschopulean arguments, to Orestes and to Phoentssae, 
present about the same picture. While they follow fundamentally the old 
tradition, nonetheless they show some peculiar interpolations. 

The Moschopulean argument to Orestes has all the components of the old 


15° Cf. above, p. 89 note 146. 

160 References are made to the printed text of Schwartz, because Schwartz follows 
the old tradition, while Dindorf I pp. 200—201.2 exhibits rather the Moschopulean 
version. 
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argument as exhibited in Schwartz pp. 92-93. Yet, I ought to mention 
that the portion p. 93.1—4 Schw. appears in Xa, but is missing in XXb. 
The most distinctive feature of the Moschopulean version affects the lines 
p. 93.13-14 Schwartz: 

arg. Orest. p. 93.13 xaé(era. MCBARSa, xadefe[Le]rar V: xa8éQera« om. 
XXa. 

p. 93.14 otras MCBV, otrw RS: om. XXaA. It is interesting to note that 
A in this detail follows the Moschopulean version. 

To the Phoenissae, the Moschopulean recension gives only the basic argu- 
ment p. 242.2-23 Schwartz. The most signal changes by Moschopulus 
were these: 

arg. Phoen. p. 242.2/3 dmoorepe rov pépovs tov (abro? R) àá8eAQóv IloAv- 
veixnv MCBAVRS: róv áBeAQóv IIoAvveikgy áxoarepei roU pépovs X Xa. 

p. 242.3/4 mapayevopevos (-yevág- C) čyņpe MCBAVRS: rapeyévero kai 
éynue X Xa. 

p. 242.22 èp’ dv uiv puddéas róv dvOpwxwov vopov MCBAV, and veteres 
Venice 468, Madrid 4677, Vienna phil. gr. 119, and recentiores Sa, Munich 
560, Copenhagen 417: !*! é$* dy pèv où pvàdéas dvÜperrov vópovs X Xa, also R, 
Reims 1306, Milan F 74 sup. In the margin of A, there is a note 
yp. dvOpwrovs vopovs. I have expressly quoted a few more recentiores, to 
show that while some of them follow the reading of the old tradition, some 
of them in this particular case adopted the Moschopulean correction, both 
in the addition of où and in replacing róv dvOpwmwov vópov by avOpwrwy vopovs. 
And we have to note that R (like other recentiores) was liable to occasional 
Moschopulean infiltrations — and that A, which even took over the Mos- 
chopulean Vita and the Moschopulean argument to Hecuba, considered it 
advisable to record in the margin the Moschopulean reading ávÜpémev vópovs 
88 8 ypadera-Variant. 

Before I begin the systematic presentation of the Moschopulean inter- 
polations in the poetie text of Euripides, I wish to add to what I said above 
(pp. 83 f.) a few remarks about the arrangement of the manuscript evi- 
dence in the following list and to clarify the implications of the evidence 
to be presented. This will apply also to the discussion of the Thoman and 
the Trielinian recensions. In this regard, I follow my usual method (cf. 
Aeschylus pp. 88 ff., Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 130, Studies 
in Sophocles pp. 17 f.), and I repeat, mufatis mutandis, my former remarks 
made on similar occasions. 

In the arrangement of the manuscript evidence in the subsequent list, 
the ancient reading will come first, covered by old manuscripts, vetustiores 
and recentiores, and possibly by some Byzantine followers. Then, in opposi- 


161 The pertinent passage is omitted in S. 
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tion to it, will come the Moschopulean reading attested by Moschopulean 
manuscripts XXa and possibly by some other Byzantine followers, if any. 
If X and Xa disagree or if the testimony of one of them is unavailable, 
I may replace either of them by the testimony of Xb. Readings of Thomas 
and Triclinius will be indicated in each case, to show whether they agree 
in the case in question with the ancient reading or with that of Moscho- 
pulus or whether they offer, as may happen, an original interpolation. The 
reader should watch the manuscript symbols: those with X refer to Mos- 
chopulean manuscripts; those with Z, to 'Thoman manuscripts. Z (or Za, 
if the evidence of Z is missing) will represent the first Thoman edition, 
while Zb is a witness of the second Thoman recension. If the testimony 
of Zb is unavailable or if a presumable interpolation of the second Thoman 
recension appears not in Zb but in another Thoman manuscript, I may 
quote another ms. of the second 'Thoman recension, like Ze or Zd or Zs or 
Zu. T is the symbol of the authentic Triclinian ms. Angelicus 14. T* 
represents readings of the original Thoman portions of that manuscript — 
portions which basically belong to the second Thoman recension — while 
T* represents readings from the portions written by Triclinius himself. In 
case a reading of a Thoman portion of that ms. was corrected by Tri- 
clinius, I shall quote distinctly T* and Tt, with the obvious implication 
that Tt prevailed and became the Triclinian reading in that case. At any 
rate, T* (if not corrected) also represents the final Triclinian reading, 
because it was accepted and authenticated by Triclinius by the very fact 
of his accepting it. The reader may translate the evidence quoted below 
into the following relationship: veteres (vetustiores and recentiores) — 
Moschopulus — Thomas —Triclinius. As a rule, I shall quote those Mos- 
chopulean interpolations which in most likelihood were invented by Mos- 
chopulus himself. If the reading exhibited in Moschopulus appears even 
in one vetustior differently from other vetustiores, then I do not quote it, 
because it is evident that Moschopulus just followed a variant that existed 
before him. If there is some probability that a given Moschopulean reading 
was already in existence in some of the recentiores, then likewise I shall 
forego quoting it, as characteristic as it may be as a feature of the Mos- 
ehopulean text adopted by Moschopulus from the younger tradition. Of 
course, this should be distinguished from cases in which a Moschopulean 
interpolation was adopted by a recentior or several recentiores. Then, I 
should state explicitly that I do not list absolutely all of the Moschopulean 
interpolations. Some of them are trifling, and some afford doubt whether 
they were invented or initiated by Moschopulus. 
The list of the Moschopulean readings follows. 


Hecuba 91 ámóAAvrau MAV?RSZ'Zc, Eustathius Il. p. 545.29, 850.52, 
958.59, Thomas Magistros Ecloga p. 404.3 Ritschl, ámóAAvre V!: dmoAero 
X XaT'*. 
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Hec. 50 xépas MVRXa**ZZb: xépas X XaP*XbAST*. It seems that both A 
and S followed the Moschopulean metrical correction. 

Hec. 56 SovAvuv MVRSZZb: 8ovA«ov XXaT'A (cf. Ioseph Rhacendytes, 
Rhet. Gr. III p. 510.30 Walz). Again A followed the Moschopulean 
correction. 

Hec. 76 dov yàp MVRSZZbT*, el8ov (yàp om.) A: el8ov* Sov yàp X Xa. 

Hec. 94 áyAAéos MVARSZZb: ayrjos XaXb (corrigebatur X): dyAdws 
Tt. 

Hec. 116 avvéreee MVRSX XaZZb, £vvéreoe A: ovveraice Xb (ovvéxpovae 
Xel Xasl Xb8!) : evvéreooe Tt. The Moschopulean gloss evvéxpovoe shows that 
gvvérawe Of Xb is the Moschopulean correction, only it was recorrupted into 
ovvérece in XXa and in very many other Moschopulean mss. The same 
correction was made by Moschopulus in Sophocles Oed. Tyr. 1252 where 
he corrected the transmitted reading cicérecey into eioémawev (cf. Turyn, 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 137). 

Hec. 142 pacrov MVARSZZb: pafav X XaT*. 

Hec. 265 xpoodaypa MRS'Zb: wrpeodaypd re V (periit locus in A): rpo- 
ofaypara X XaZT*, 

Hec. 2/4 wapeddos MVRS'ZZb, ante corr. Tt (periit locus in A): wapyitdos 
X Xa, post corr. Tt. 

Hec. 283 mpáéew MRS', Athous Vatopedi 36 loco post corr. addito (locum 
om. ante corr. Vatopedi 36), Venetus 507, ZZb, Stobaeus 4.41.20 (V p. 
934.1 Wachsmuth-Hense), mpage[w A: mpáacew VSS: mpárrev XXaT*. While 
mpaocev appears as a variant of the old tradition, the form zpdrrev is a 
Moschopulean change. 

Hec. 318 ouixp MAVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36 loco post corr. addito 
(locum om. ante corr. Vatopedi 36), Venetus 507, ZZbT*: opuxpov XXa. 
(In many Moschopulean mss., instead of the two words «ei ojuxpóv, it is 
written xeis puxpóy.) 

Hec. 332 mebvkéva. MAVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, XXaZ, 
Eustathius Macrembolites 8.12 p. 245 Hercher (p. 137.3 Hilberg) : aéqur’ 
det Stobaeus 4.19.28 (IV p. 427.8 W.-H.), XY^XaY?ZY?Zb'T*, wépux’ ai Z”. 
Cf. S". 

Hec. 346 ye MAV!?Vlemm (cf. Cleanthes frg. 527.3 Stoic. vet. fragm. I 
p. 118 Arnim és ĉyopai y’ doxvos krÀ.) : co. X XaZZbT*5, oe S. 

Hec. 368 8) MAVRSZT®: ais) XXaZb: 560» Mv”. 

Hec. 421 ġpeis 8 revrjxovra y’ adppopor réxvoy MS, Eustath. Il. p. 639.57, — 
y' dppowor réxvwv A, y' dpoipar réxvov VRZ, y' dppepor réxvwy Zb: pets 5€ 
wevrnxovr’ ápotpot dy réxyoy X Xa, e corr. Tt (incertum quid ante corr. scrip- 
serit Tt). Cf. Hesych. T 122 (I p. 361 Latte) y’ dupopou. 

Hec. 546 ojpnwev M éonpyve BV RZb, eojpyvey AT*: éosjpawev X Xa, éonpeve 
S: êoypave ZT”? 


Google 


108 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


Hec. 559 Aayóvas eis pecov MBAVRSaZaZbT*: Aayóvos és uécoy X Xa. 

Hec. 560 aydAparos MBAVRSX*Xb'ZaZbT* : dydApara X!XaXbi. 

Hec. 582 0 MBAVRSZaZbT*, Georgii Choerobosci (Gramm. Gr. IV 2 
p. 77.1 Hilgard) codex C : 9" om. Choerobosci codd. VO, Euripidis X Xa. 

Hec. 620 xdAdtora kebrexvorare B! ?Ai, (ex -rara) M, xdAAwora Kevrexvorare 
AS: xdAXord T ebrexvorare BD" VRZ, kd)Auará r’ eürexvorare Zb'T*: kaAAura 
(T° om.) ebrexvorare XXa, xdAAwrra ebrexvorare S : kdJJQuard 1’ eiryovorare Zc'T* 
(this is a variant of the second Thoman edition). The most characteristic 
feature here is the Moschopulean omission of the conjunction. 

Hec. 666 78 eis B& kaipóv goigoi paiverac Aóyow BVST*: 75’ eis xarpov coic: 
daiveras Adyos MRZb: 75’ eis xarpov 5€ goior paiveraı Aóyois X X8A: 78" eis 
xatpov 8 daiverar oioi Acyous Z. It seems that in an old branch of the tradi- 
tion 5¢ was omitted. While it appeared in the proper place in BV and 
other mss., in Moschopulus it was inserted in the wrong place, and Thomas 
confused the word order even more. A followed Moschopulus. 

Hec. 612 ámpyyéA05 MBVSZT*, årnyyéà[ .]05 R: aaxnyyéAn XXa'A. 

Hec. 684 alterum réxvov habent MBAV RSZbT*?, à réxvov Z: om. XXaT*. 

Hec. 134 ápyeéo. MBR!X (deest V, legi nequit Va): ápyetov X XaZb*cAR'*, 
supra lineam Tt: ápyeov ZZbP*, in linea T?, S. The old scholia p. 63.18 
Schw. seem to understand dpyeiou. Thus ápyciov is to be considered a Mos- 
chopulean interpolation, and apyeiov a Thoman one. Both Byzantine read- 
ings found, among veteres, followers in AR* and S, respectively. 

Hec. 757 8ovAeóay VaZZbT*: 8ovAevoey. ASSa: BovAevca. XXaB?. Lines 
756—758 are omitted in MB'RT*— it is a characteristic omission of the 
Venice tradition (this situation has to be kept in mind also while we con- 
sider the next reading). 

Hec. 758 érápxeow VaSSaZZb: érápkeay XXaB?AT*. 

Hec. 782 y MBAVaSZZbT': om. XXaR. 

Hec. 184 xaxov MBARS Xi XaiZaZb?" ?T* (legi nequit Va) : xaxóv X5Xa*ZbP*, 
supra lineam Tt: xaxov (etiam -ov adscripto sed deleto) Z. 

Hec. 821 yàp óvres MVa"*RSZZb: rocoíóe BVa!: rocovro. X XaT?A Va’. 

Hec. 862 £vurovjoa. MBAVaRST'*: ovprovnoa X XaZZbT*. 

Hec. 866 sóAeos MBAVa, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, RSZZbT*: 
worcos X XaT*. 

Hec. 868 màéov MBAVaH: ràciov X XaZZbT"*S. 

Hec. 879 évvécra. HMP*BAVaRSZZbT* (£veor. M30?) : aovvécrat X Xa. 

Hec. 907 xpvxrre HMBAVaRSZZDbT': xaAvrre X Xa. 

Hec. 915 ĝuos 8 ek HM!B!AVaSZ!: qos èk XXaRZbT*. 

Hec. 916 oxíóvara. HMBAVaRSZZb: kióvara. X XaT*. 

Hec. 923 & MBAVahSZZbT': 8é ro XXa. 

Hec. 959 às ayywoia MBAVaRSZZbT?: ùs dy áyvoota XXa. 

Hec. 972 mpooßàérev ópfais MBAVa'RZZb, BAéerew phais S: mpooßàérev 
o’ ópfais X XaT*. 
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Hec. 1119 aot xoi MBAVZT': coi re kai XXaRSZb. It makes one wonder 
whether Moschopulus invented this unmetrical interpolation and was fol- 
lowed by the recentiores RS (also Sa and Reims 1306) — or perhaps Mos- 
chopulus followed some recentior. At any rate, this interpolation got re xai, 
regardless of its origination, is a constant feature of the Moschopulean text. 

Hec. 1141 aipoay HMB'RS aipeav V : aipoe XXaAZbeTT?: dpeav ZaZs 
(dpouav Z). 

Hec. 1175 dpacow MBARS X??XaY?ZZbT*, appacowy V : rapácooov XXa. 

Hec. 1183 altera vox pyre MBVRSZT*: 4486 Stobaeus 4.22.83 (IV p. 
528.17 W.-H.), Euripidis X XaAZb. 

Hec. 1209 wreAw M'BVRSZZb: wroAw XXaAT*. (The metrical defect of 
the old reading was remedied by M? thus: etyero woAw M?: elyeryv rodAw M?.) 
Moschopulus made here an excellent metrical correction, which was fol- 
lowed by A. 

Hec. 1217 $avjs MBVRZZbT?, daveis S: parj XXaAT*. 

Hec. 1266 à? MBAVRSZZbT?: om. XXa. 

Orestes 61 ovudopáy MCBAVRZZbT?: ov]u$opas Pap. Oryrh. 1616, ovp- 
gopds XXaS. The coincidence of Moschopulus with the papyrus reading 
is certainly fortuitous. At any rate, it is an obvious fact that, in opposition 
to avuóopáy of the medieval tradition, Moschopulus carried ovpdopds. 

Orest. 69 óxovu«0 M, óyovuc0" CBAVRSZZbT"*: óxyospecÓ" XXa. 

Orest. 116 orao’ èn’ MCBAVRSZZbT*: oraca y' èr XXa. 

Orest. 162 a HMCBAVRSZZbT": om. XXa. 

Orest. 169 oy HMCB!AVRSZZDbT': oiy wy XXa. 

Orest. 212 ye HMCBAVR**SZZbT': re Stobaeus 4.36.1 (V p. 865.5 
W.-H.), Euripidis XXaR»e. Cf. Plutarch. de superstit. p. 165e (ed. Teubn. 
I [1925] p. 340.17), ubi re habent codd. TWYN. 

Orest. 228 uéày MCBAVRSaZZbT*: ŝćpas X Xa Tv», 

Orest. 281 oe MCBA'VS, in linea T*: co. XXaA*RZZe, supra lineam T*. 

Orest. 286 émdpas épyo MCBAVRST', schol. Soph. Oed. Tyr. 1328 (p. 
209.15 Papageorg., codd. LGMR): érápas &pyov és XXa: érdpas eis épyov 
ZZcT*? It is interesting to see a case in which Thomas followed and modi- 
fied a Moschopulean interpolation (by inserting the preposition in a different 
place). j 

Ores. 326 doar HMCBAVRSZZcT": éar' XXa. 

Orest. 327 póxðwov HMCBA!VZZcT': xaxàv uóx0ov XXa, nota èv dAAo 
praemissa uóxOov xaxey A. This is again one more proof that A had at his 
disposal a Moschopulean ms.; he recorded here the Moschopulean reading 
only reversing the sequence of words. 

Orest. 345/6 olxov črepov HM CZ: oixov àAAov (-wv Zc*) črepov BVRSZc'T*: 
olkoy dAAov X XaA. 

Orest. 373 àAXwrérov HMCBAVRSZZbT!: ddAcr’nwy XXa. 
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Orest. 378 ég€Acrov H?MCBAVRSZZbT*: é£éAemrov. X (fortasse ipse 
scriba -e- ex -«- fecit), XaXbT*. 

Orest. 403 worepa HMCBAVRSaZZbT?: rórepov X Xa. 

Orest. 407 èk $acuárovy HMCBAVRSZZbT*: (éx omisso) $avraopnárov 
XXa. 

Orest. 424 čġuv ġiàos Brunck, Murray] čġvs raxòs MCBAVRS, Athous 
Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, ZZbT?: eimùwv xaxos XXa. 

Orest. 439 ciweiv éyes MCBAVRZZbT*: čxes eireiv XXaTtS. — Moscho- 
pulus made an excellent metrical correction of an old corruption (trans- 
position of words) which affected the entire genuine tradition. The ms. S 
followed Moschopulus (but Sa, probably a gemellus of S, followed the old 
tradition; also other recentiores, like Munich 560, Paris 2810, Reims 1306, 
Copenhagen 417, Milan F 74 sup., show the old corruption). It is astonishing 
that Thomas overlooked the correctness and the cogency of the Moscho- 
pulean reading. 

Orest. 447 eis MCBAVRSZZbT*: rpòs X Xa. 

Orest. 535 rovrov MP"BAVRZZbT*, Schol. Apollon. Rhod. B 253 (p. 
146.11 Wendel), (ante aderciv) S, rovrov M**: abróy X XaT*'»», 

Orest. 592 vépe ca$éorepov M, vépe cadeorarov CBAVRSZZbT*, Iu- 
stinus Martyr de monarchia 107 E (II* p. 146 Otto), cf. Clemens Alex., 
Protrept. 7.76.3, I p. 58.16 Stahlin (vaie —) vépwv cadéorara: ca$écrarov 
vépe XXa. 

Orest. 606 8vorvxéorepoy HMCBAVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 
507, ZZbT*: 8Bvorvyéoraroy Stobaeus 4.22.196 (IV p. 567.10 W.-H.), Eu- 
ripidis XXa: Svoyepéoraroy Xb: 8voxepéarepoy Z*?^Zu. The Moschopulean 
standard reading seems to be Svorvyécrarov, taken over from the Stobaeus 
quotation. 

Orest. 609 avagas HMCBAVRSZ??: àvayes A XaZZbT*. 

Orest. 698 avrov MCBV, Stobaeus 4.5.14 (IV p. 200.9 W.-H.): aire 
ARSZZbT??: abrós X (ipse scriba fortasse ex -òv fecit), XaXbT*. 

Orest. 747 08e yàp HMCB'?RS: rovro yàp V: rovro y' X Xa T': rade yàp 
ZZb (an T*?). 

Orest. 750 omeipas vrarjip HMCBAVRSZZbT*, Trypho (Rhet. Gr. III 
p. 205.11 Spengel): xexrguévos X: oreipwv raryp XXa. 

Orest. 779 poàóve MCBAVRSZZe, in linea Tt: poàóvra XXa, supra 
lineam T*. 

Orest. 782 kai ro wpayp’ (y' om.) MCBAVRSZZb: xai rò wpaypa y XXa: 
Kat a vpaypu' Tt (ipse se correxit Triclinius, ut textus evaderet xai uv ro 
mpayp’). 

Orest. 782 rò 8ox«iv MCBAVRSZZb: rà Soxeiy XXa: xai rò Soxeiy T? 
(xai videtur a Triclinio insertum correctionis causa). 
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Orest. 786 rò karÜavay MCBAVRSZZb (Tt ante correctionem a se ipso 
factam ?) : (rò om.) xarOaveiy X Xa, Tt postquam se ipse correxit. 

Orest. 790 at Aéyes MCBAVRSXXa?XbZZbT': àáyyeAets XY^XbYvo, Ob- 
viously, dyyeAeis was a ypaderat-variant of Moschopulus, offered by him in 
a tentative way. 

Orest. 798 pyrpos MCBAVRSZZb: pyrépos XXa: rps pytpds Tt (ipse se 
corrigens Triclinius rs addidit). 

Orest. 922 averimAnxrov H'MCB*rAVRSZZb?», Christus Patiens 395: 
averiAymroy X XaZvPZhveeZhPcT?, Cf. Hesych. A 4919 (I p. 170 Latte) 
averiAymrov' àpeumrov, axatayvworov. This gloss of Hesychius evidently can- 
not refer to the old Euripides text which did not contain the word áve- 
niAnmrov (cf. Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. 406); Latte correctly 
dropped from his edition any reference to this Euripides line. But the 
Hesychius gloss may have influenced Moschopulus in making his inter- 
polation. 

Orest. 963 édXay’ à MCBAVRZcT*, éAaxe a S, éAax' 7 Z: &Aaxev (a om.) 
X Xa, éAaxe (d om.) Zber, 

Orest. 983 uécov xX9ovós MCBAVRSZZbT*, schol. Pind. Olymp. I 91 (I 
p. 38.20 Drachmann) praeter Pindari cod. E: pécov kai x0ovós X Xa, Pin- 
dari codex E.!*? Cf. Eustath. Od. p. 1700.56 jwphoĝaı abróv obpavo) uécov 
Kal yijs. 

Orest. 985 yépovre marp MRZbT*, yépovre warépp CBAVSZ, schol. Pind. 
Olymp. I 91 (I p. 39.3 Drachmann) : warpi yépovr. XXa. 


1°2 This is a very interesting case. The Pindar ms. E (Laur. 32, 37) belongs to 
a branch of the old tradition which was occasionally exposed to Moschopulean inter- 
polations, as I pointed out in my study De codicibus Pindaricis pp. 33f. This is 
strikingly paralleled by the acceptance by Pindar's E of a Moschopulean interpola- 
tion in a Euripidean quotation. It may be (and probably will be) argued that the 
insertion of xal was so naturally needed that any scribe could make it independently. 
Nevertheless, it is to be stressed that poetic quotations are generally copied very 
faithfully. In view of the interest of the Pindar group EF in Moschopulus, we may 
assume that the Pindar manuscript E has the above xal from the Moschopulean 
text of Euripides. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare pp. 296 ff., contests arti- 
ficially the priority of Moschopulus in the interpolations of $EF. Irigoin pp. 271 f., 
390 ff., even tries to contest the existence of an original Moschopulean recension of 
Pindar's Pythia and Nemea I-III and assigns their Moschopulean text to the second 
half of the 15th century as a pseudo-Moschopulean recension which was appended to 
the Moschopulean recension of the Olympia. This is & completely unwarranted idea. 
Certainly, there was nothing unusual in the fact that Moschopulus combined in his 
complete recension the Olympia with scholia with the Pythia and Nemea I-III with- 
out scholia. In & similar case, Thomas added to his commented recension of four 
plays in Sophocles a recension of the text of the other three plays without scholia. 
In this connection, it would be interesting to examine the “ amplified " Moschopulean 
tradition in Theocritus; cf. especially Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der 
Theokrit-Scholien pp. 28 f. on the Vatic. 1363 with regard to Theocritus. 
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Orest. 1029 uéAeos MCBAVRSXXaZZbT*: rAguoy XXa. This op- 
tional variant of Moschopulus was introduced into the text in the late 
Byzantine dyad recension 8 (cf. below, p. 208). 

Orest. 1039 é«o MCBAVRSZZb, Thomas Magistros in Ecloga p. 138.16 
Ritschl, T*: éyo XXa (with punctuation after alp’). 

Orest. 1048 yxepav MCBA'VRSZZbT??: yepoy XXaA*T. 

Orest. 1066 xarbavovroy MCB1AVR°SZZbT*, Pap. Geneva 91 (Revue de 
philologie N.S. 19 [1895] p. 105), xarBavóvro« R=: karÜavóvroy X Xa: xar- 
Üavóvr. y' ZdZu*?r. This means that xarÜavóvrey was the Moschopulean 
reading, and xarÜavóvr. y’ an interpolation of the second Thoman edition 
to which Zd and Zu refer. 

Orest. 1094 axpérokw MCBAVRSZZbX : dxpowrokw XaXb: rjv dxporodyw 
Tt (hae duae voces scriptae a Triclinio; dxpówoAw eX áxpówro factum 
videtur): incertum quid habuerit T*. The Moschopulean reading is áxpó- 
mrov by XaXb (X made a slip in writing the trivial form). 

Orest. 1115 alt. SotvAov MCBAVRSZZDbT": 8ovAoy XXa, supra lineam T". 

Orest. 1125 rotod’ topeyv MCBVRSZZcT*: roicw gopey XXaAT*, roim 
čfopev Zb. 

Orest. 1135 éxrev’ MCBAVRSZZbT*: dwréxrew’ XXa. Was this non- 
metrical interpolation just an oversight by Moschopulus? 

Orest. 1160 r? HMCBAVZb: & RS, also Reims 1306, Munich 560, Copen- 
hagen 417 (reading of the recentiores), Z'T*: om. X Xa. 

Orest. 1180 y MCBAVSZZbT* (5' R): y' om. XXa. 

Orest. 1216 yov MCBAVaZbT": 55 RS: om. XXaZ. 

Orest. 1254 uo. MCBAVaRSZZbT!: om. XXa. 

Orest. 1357 mpiv MCBAVaRSZZb, Pap. Ozyrh. 1178: xpiv dv XXaT'*. 

Orest. 1387 oxvpvov HMCBAVaR':SZZbT'!: oxvuyvov XXaRi. 

Orest. 1399 ài6a HMCBAVaRSZZbT': xar’ dtSov XXa. 

Orest. 1449 dAXov dAXoc' êv oréyaıs HMBZZb, daAdov dAAos év oréyaıis CVa, 
GAAov doose oréyais R!, dAAog"' dAAov èv oréyats A: dAAov dAAoce aréyqs 
XXaT'S. | 

Orest. 1465 dviayey dviayey HCAZb: ávíayev taxe» BVaRSZT': ày taxev 
( semel) M: tayev axey XXa. 

Orest. 1507 mpoorinrrov HMCBAVRSZZb: mpoomeooy XXa: spoorirvoy Tt. 
The corruption of the old tradition was corrected differently by Moschopulus 
on one hand and Triclinius on the other hand. For an analogous corruption 
in Sophocles, corrected by Moschopulus, ef. Sophocles, Aiaz 58 èurimtov 
veteres, Thomas: éumrvev Moschopulus, Triclinius (cf. Turyn, Sophocles 
Recension of Moschopulus p. 131). 

Orest. 1600 re yzs MCBVRS, ye rjo9e ys A: ye yis XXaZZbT*. 

Orest. 1602 5) MCBAVRSZZbT?: om. XXa. 

Orest. 1622 oxi MCBAVRSZAZbT*?: otxow XXaT*t. This is one of those 


Google 


THE MOSCHOPULEAN RECENSION 113 


cases in which Triclinius introduces a Moschopulean correction that appeals 
to him into the text by correcting the text written by T*. 

Orest. 1684 &òs MCBAVRSZZbT*, Tzetzes in Lycophr. 510 (p. 61 Pot- 
ter?, II p. 658 Müller, cf. II p. 184 Scheer) : (yyó« X Xa. 

Phoentssae 30 röv iov MCBAVRSX*Zb® (cf. schol. vet. Phoen. 1606 
p. 406.29 Schwartz) : rov éuoy XP*XaXDbZb'T*: róv éuóv Z. 

Phoen. 40 &év[.]e M, céve CBAVRS, Favorinus Exil. 17.37 (Studi e Testi 
53 p. 26), cf. Diogen. Laert. 6.55 (p. 146.8 Cobet) : getve X XaZZbT*. 

Phoen. 47 xpéwy & MCBAV, xpéov r’ RSZZb: kpéov X XaT*. 

Phoen. 84 «róyas MCBAVRSZZbT*: widas XXa. 

Phoen. 88 @dkos MCBVRSZZbT*: 6dAAos X XaA. 

Phoen. 171 ris róbev xvpgt MCBAVRSZb: ri]s m[o]ĝev (xvpet om.) at end 
of line Pap. Ozyrh. 11777, ris só0ev (xvpet om.) X Xa: (ris om.) wobev kvpe 
ZZu: ris (móe om.) xvpe Tt. It is an interesting case in which three 
different metrical corrections were attempted by Moschopulus, Thomas, and 
Triclinius. But Moschopulus found a reading coinciding with a papyrus. 

KUPEL 
Probably, at some stage of the tradition, there was a double reading ris nóðev, 
and it was conflated into the medieval reading ris móĝev xvpei. 

Phoen. 184 $e MCBAVRSZZb, Pap. Oryrh. 1177: vip XXaT*. 

Phoen. 253 egoera MCBAVRZT!: otoera. X XaZ*ZbS. 

Phoen. 277 dopos MCBAVRSZZDbT"': dcpovs X Xa. 

Phoen. 303 wo80s Bdow (hoc ordine) MCBAVRSZZbT": roô: Baow XXa. 

Phoen. 313 Aóyoroı MCBAVRSZZbT"?: xoparoe XXa, xdpaow Tt. The 
Moschopulean interpolation was perhaps suggested by Hec. 837. 

Phoen. 416 paocre'wyw MCB'AVRSZZbT?: paredwy XXa. 

Phoen. 417 y MCBAVRSZb?*: & X XaZZb*°T?. 

Phoen. 459 prius " MCBAVRSZT*?: om. XXaZbT*. 

Phoen. 520 8ovAceco MCBVRSZZbT*: 8ovAeica. X Xa. 

Phoen. 535 ka3uUuov MCBAVRSZZbT*: xáAAwgrov Dio Chrysostom. or. 
17.9 (II p. 246.15 Arnim), Euripidis X Xa. ‘ 

Phoen. 547/8 éxwv — roð aroveipaı MCBVRSZZbT*: éxov — 708? drovepwv 

eir 
XA: čxev — 108" arovépev X: čxwv — tod’ arovepev XXa, €yoy — 198’ ázovéyew 
Zb?^, éxev supra lin. Tt — roð’ arovépev 'T*Y?. In his text, Moschopulus com- 
bined elements considered in the old scholia. The most characteristic and 
obvious element of this passage in Moschopulean mss. is the text reading 
Phoen. 548 rod’ árovépew. 

Phoen. 554 rois ye MCBAVRS, Clemens Alex. Strom. 6.2.24.7 (II p. 
441.17 Stahlin), Stobaei 4.32.14 (V p. 781.8 W.-H.) codd. MA: rotor (ye 
om.) XXaZZbT*, rois (ye om.) Stobaei codex S. A similar interpolative 
procedure can be observed in Soph. Aiar 84 where é@OaApois ye is the old 
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reading, but ép0aApoio. (ye om.) is a Thoman interpolation (cf. Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles p. 45). 

Phoen. 560 xéAw acc«v M sóAw coca. CBAVRSZbT?: coca róàw XXaZ. 
Thomas in his first edition followed Moschopulus, but in the second edition 
he seems to have reverted to the correct old reading. 

Phoen. 569 áyjaro MCBVRSaZZbT*: qpetWaro XXa, supra lineam T*, 
dpetaro A. 

Phoen. 591 oxyrrpwrw MCBVRSaZZbT??: oxyrrpa XXaA: oxprrpov T*. 

Phoen. 607 kai yàp Abes MCBAVRSZZbT': jA0es xai yàp XXa. 

Phoen. 608 ye o; ù MCBAVRSZZb: y' o XXaT*. 

Phoen. 610 xarakrevo MCAV, xaraxravo BRP*SZT*, xaraxavo R=: (xara- 
om.) xravo XXaZb. It seems to be simply an oversight of Moschopulus 
which occurred in the master copy of his edition. 

Phoen. 615 8€ po. MCBAVRSZZb, in linea Tt: 8€ ye po. XXa, supra 
lineam T*. 

Phoen. 619 sxoAa y' à0Aía M, voAAa y 40A CBVRSZZb** (modd 8 á8Aia 
ZbP*) : woAd’ áfa X XaAT*. 

Phoen. 629 rovde & BAT*: róyó' (altero & om.) MCVP*RSZb*e, ró’ (altero 
5’ om.) V**: rave & XXb: ravd’ (altero & om.) ZZbP*, also Xa (probably 
by oversight). Obviously, ravde 8' is the Moschopulean reading. Then, revd’ 
was the Thoman reading of the first Thoman recension. Triclinius refuted 
the Thoman reading revó' in his scholium (p. 175.10 Dindorf — I quote T 
fol. 128' by Tt): of 8 rò roy peyeÜcvovres Kat TÓy Se d$atpovyres Tov Sevrepov, 
oUk (oact Ta Tepi TÖV PÉTpWV. 

Phoen. 635 6nBaias MCBAVRSZZbT': OnBaiwy X Xa. 

Phoen. 636 é&&. xopas MCBAV, also Laur. 32, 33, Venice 468 (Murray's 
F), Madrid 4677: &&6' èx xopas X XaZZbT', also RSSa, Munich 560, Palat. 
343, Milan F 74 sup. The normal appearance of é&6' èx xopas in the re- 
centiores seems to show that this correct reading was preserved in the 
recentiores and then followed by Moschopulus. The reading éét& xópas was 
a corruption of the vetustiores only. At any rate, the acceptance of the above 
correct reading is a characteristic feature of the Moschopulean text. 

Phoen. 613 évvgyje MCBAVRSZZbT®: évvgke X Xa (voce XE! Xas). 

Phoen. 724 xpooBdrAopev V ARSZZUT*, wpoofdAAouev B, wpoBaXouey MC: 
mpocfáAou ay X Xa. 

Phoen. 748 čara ráð’. €AOav érrárvpyovy és voy MCBSZDT??, é€ora: rað’ 
bov & érrámvpyov és módy VZ, éora rad’ éAQoy 8 émrarvàov és mów RS: 
čara TáÓ - éxramvpyov és (sed eis X) woAw podwy X XbT', Cerat rad’> émrásrvAov 
és rok podwy Xa, €ora Td) * érrászvAov 8 és roku powy A. The main feature 
of the Moschopulean interpolation is the replacing of éA@wv by uoAov at the 
end of the line. It is to be noted that A (as it often happens) embraced 
the Moschopulean interpolation. 
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Phoen. 761 d+ ri MCBVRSZZbT?: d oó: ri XXaA. The interpolation 
is simply the insertion of a gloss into the text. Again A followed Mos- 
chopulus. 

Phoen. 842 dereos 686s HMCB'AVRS: doreos 000 XXa: doreds y’ 080s 
ZZb: 68s rov doreos Tt. It is a peculiar case of interpolations attempted 
by &ll the three editors. Moschopulus recognized the deficiency of the old 
reading and corrected it well. Thomas tried something else. Triclinius 
made rather a poor interpolation. Cf. below, p. 191, on Orest. 761. 

Phoen. 939 jpiv MCBAVRSZbT*: tpiv XXaZT*. 

Phoen. 980 mepácas — rárep MCBZbT*?: wepdoas evye — marep V'RSZ, 
(— $eiyev —) A: wepdoas devye — (wdtep om.) XXaT*. Obviously, the more 
authentic reading is wepacas (without devye) — várep. Moschopulus (fol- 
lowed by Triclinius) recognized that the text wepdoas devye — márep appear- 
ing in V and in the recentiores was metrically impossible and he kept peùye, 
but ejected márep. 

Phoen. 1013 6avarov MCBAVRSZZbT': Oavdrw X Xa. 

Phoen. 1022 ror(vpbopos rodvcrovos MCBAVRZZbT*, [v]oAv$opos soAv- 
orovos Pap. Lit. London %6 (= Pap. Ozyrh. 224), wodvarovos morAvpbopos S: 
roAvaTovos moàúpoxÂos X Xa. 

Phoen. 1046 dopévoos MCBAVRSZZb*'Tt, Pap. Soc. Ital. 1193: dopevos 
X XaZbPe. 

Phoen. 1063 xarepyaow MCBAVRSZZbT', Schol. A Hom. Il. T 354 (I 
p. 160.14 Dindorf) : xareípyaca. X Xa. 

Phoen. 1077 o om. MCB'!AVRS: æ habent X XaZZbT*. 

Phoen. 1223 an’ MB'AVRSZZbT*, Hesych. A 6577 (I p. 223 Latte): 
êr’ X XaT'. 

Phoen. 1226 9avaoy MBAVRSZZbT*: 8avaov r XXa. 

Phoen. 1235 ôs MBAVRSZZb: coos XXaT*. This is an excellent cor- 
rection by Moschopulus; it was also accepted by Triclinius. 

Phoen. 1249 xagqviuv MBAV : é&q/8oy RSZZbT*: mpooņóðwv X Xa. 

Phoen. 1256 évayríay MBAV RSZZDbT': évavyr(oy XXa. 

Phoen. 1265 où’ év MBAVRSZZb: ovè XXaTt. An obvious metrical 
correction. 

Phoen. 1353 odtyyos MBAVRST': odeyyos r X XaZZb. 

Phoen. 1359 xaAxéos MBVZAZDbT'*, xaAkeiois RS: xaAxois XXaA. 

Phoen. 1363 uovogaxovvr' BAVRSZZb'T*, uovouaxey M: povopáxov r X: 
povopáxoy T X Xa. 

Phoen. 1403 åreorempévos MBAVSZbZcP*, aroorepnpévos ZR’ (-wv Ri): 
dzeoTepnuévow X Xa T': écrepquévoss Zc**T*. 

Phoen. 1404 apracavres MBAVRSZT®: áprdcavre XXaZbT*t. An excellent 
correction (made at a time when Porson's law was unknown), obviously 
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suggested by 1406 áu$gdvr" (1405 ovpBadrovre was similarly corrupted into 
ovpBadorres in some old mss.). 

Phoen. 1425 oiSirov cis dv MB'!AV!R (versum Creonti a quibusdam 
tribui testantur X): (oiBérovs) ocov M7, oidixous 9cov Tt, oidixov o’ ócov B7, 
oidixov dcov Sa: oidirov y' ócoy X XaZ, oidirov [.] 9cov Zb (non liquet T*). 

Phoen. 1496 xpavOeio’ VZ: xpavOeis MBARSZZZbDT': xpafeis X Xa. 

Phoen. 1498 riva xpooydov MBAVRST', Pap. Strasbourg WG 307: °° 
tiva 8 xrpocwddv X XaZZb. 

Phoen. 1506 évveróv péAos MBAVRSZZb*T*, vverop pedros Pap. Stras- 
bourg WG 307: évverós uéAeos XXa (Evverds uéAos Zb). 

Phoen. 1535 paxporvow BAVRSZZbT*, paxpovrvory M: paxporovy Pap. 
Strasbourg WG 307, paxpórovy XXa. This reading in Moschopulean mss. 
was a conjectural interpolation of Moschopulus (it was expressly explained 
in a Moschopulean scholium). The coincidence of a Moschopulean inter- 
polation with a papyrus reading is accidental. 

Phoen. 1537/8 8euv(ow SVoravov MBAV, R?* (-arov R**), ST*: 8vorgvow: 
Sepnors Pap. Strasbourg WG 307: 8oravoy ĉeuviors XN XaZb, 8vorqvoy Sepviors 
Z. The Moschopulean interpolation is entirely independent of the papyrus 
reading and was caused by the intention of associating Sveravoy with «09a. 
Moschopulus (I quote X) arranged syntactically the text in the following 
manner: «Aves à kar’ avAdy dAaivwy yepawov 300a. ÓVaravov ; Oeuyiots iavov; He 
made, on yepaóv wba Svcravov, a gloss yepovrui]v abAiav sopeíav. Then, on 
Seuviors tavwy, there is in X a gloss à 6 StarpiBuy èv ŝeuviors. Thus the reason 
for the transposition is clear; it was an attempt to straighten out the text. 

Phoen. 1582 xargpéev» MBAVRSZZb: vbrzpoéev X XaT'. 

Phoen. 1593 cós MBAVRSZZb'T*: coi X XaZb*. 

Phoen. 1603 a@sov HMBAVRSZZbT*?: áfAiay X XaT'*. 

Phoen. 1607 8aipwv édwxe woAvBov HMBV RSZ, Saipwv Sé8wxe moAv[goy A, 
Saipwy moAvBov edSwxey Zb: (Saipwov om.) wodAvBov e&éSuxey X Xa: mpós woAvBov 
é€é8uxev Tt (non liquet T*). 

Phoen. 1648 éxroviy HMBAVRSaZT®??: éxreAeiy XXaZbT*. 

Phoen. 1674 œ MBAVRS, or H! (scil. ’or’), r H*: y XXaZZbT*. 

Phoen. 1690 peracyeiv Si kaut HMBAVRST* (a transposition which 
affected the whole old tradition) : ueraoxeiv xapé Set X XaZbT* (an excellent 
metrical correction of the word sequence) : Se xápé petracyeiv Z. 

Phoen. 1715 «oBeyós MBVRSaT*, mobayos Pap. Strasbourg WG 307, 
mobyyós AZZb: ro8aywyds XS, wa:S8aywyds Xa. The Moschopulean reading 


168 Cf. Wilhelm Crónert, Nachrichten von der Königlichen Gesellschaft der Wis- 
senschaften zu Góttingen. Philolog.-Histor. Kl. 1922, p. 19. However, the portion 
of the papyrus containing the above line does not appear in N. Lewis, Etudes de 
papyrologie 3 (1936) p. 56. I rely on Lewis for the subsequent readings from the 
Strasbourg papyri. 
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is wodaywyds, although the error wadaywyds is quite frequent in Moscho- 
pulean manuscripts. 

Phoen. 1715 é6\ia MBAVRSXiXa'ZZbT', aa Pap. Strasbourg WG 
307: abAip X*Xa'*. 

Phoen. 1725 tAds MBAVRSZZbT*, Pap. Strasbourg WG 307: 6 rdds 
X Xa. 

Phoen. 1758 xAevot MBAVRSZZb'T*: xAewys X XaZbs.19* 

Phoen. 1762 adda yàp] atap MBAVRSZ: adda yàp X XaZbTa. 


The above tabulation of Moschopulean changes, as evidenced by con- 
cordant readings of XXa, shows a remarkable metrical alertness of Mos- 
chopulus in diagnosing corruptions and his skilful handling of corrupt 
passages in iambic trimeters and trochaic tetrameters. His interpolations 
in the lyrics in most cases were futile changes of passages whose transmitted 
old wording probably raised in his mind some syntactic or stylistic or lexical 
doubts. Such changes can easily be disregarded. But in iambics or trochaics 
many corrections of Moschopulus removed metrical or prosodic flaws of the 
transmitted old text so that they are now generally accepted by modern 
editors. In such cases, a Moschopulean correction should be credited to the 
name of Moschopulus in critical apparatuses of future editions. In this 
category, I wish to quote the following cases of accepted Moschopulean 
corrections: Hecuba 50, 56, 116, 265, 274, 332 (= Stobaeus), 866, 915, 1183 
(= Stobaeus), 1209; Orestes 373, 318, 439, 782, 786, 798, 1048, 1094, 1600; 
Phoenissae 30, 47, 416, 608, 619, 842, 1077, 1235, 1265, 1403, 1404, 1690, 
1758, 1762. In some cases, like Orest. 1507, 1622, 1684, Moschopulus 
diagnosed the corruptions, although the corrections applied by him are not 
the best ones we have. 


The Moschopulean corrections in Euripides confirm our idea of his being 
the best textual critic of that time in the field of iambic or trochaic verses. 
I should like to point to his excellent rearrangement of transposed words 


164 The lines Phoen. 1758-1759 were athetized by Valckenaer, line 1759 by Porson, 
lines 1758-1763 by Hartung (cf. Nauck, Euripideische Studien I pp. 103f.). I do 
not touch upon the question of the authenticity of these lines or of Phoen. 1737-1763 
contested by Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, “ Drei Schlussszenen griechischer 
Dramen (III)," Sitzungsberichte der Königlich Preussischen Akademie der Wis- 
senschaften Jahrgang 1903, I. Halbband, pp. 593 ff. The whole conclusion of the 
play Phoen. 1737-1706 is transmitted in all the medieval manuscripts. But this 
section Phoen. 1737-1766 is absent from the papyrus Strasbourg WG 307 which, 
at any rate, contained originally only lyric passages from some plays of Euripides. 
In that papyrus, there is & blank after Phoen. 1736: cf. Naphtali Lewis, Études 
de papyrologie 3 (1936) pp. 57, 75; Bruno Snell, Euripides Alezandros und andere 
Strassburger Papyri mit Fragmenten griechischer Papyri (Hermes Einzelschriften 
5. Berlin, 1937) pp. 69 f. The whole problem transcends the scope of the present 
study. 
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in Orest. 439 and Phoen. 1690, and his adroit ejections of extra words in 
Orest. 786, Phoen. 171, 608, 619. 'T'here are also some excellent insertions 
metri causa: cf. Orest. 782, Phoen. 1762. He made metri causa a perfect 
correction of a haplographic error in Phoen. 1235. In several cases, Mos- 
chopulus removed a metrical or prosodic defect and restored the correct 
wording by slightly changing a vowel or a form, or by adding or dropping 
appropriately a consonant: cf. Hec. 50, 56, 116, 265, 866, 1209, Orest. 373, 
378, 798, 1048, 1094, Phoen. 30, 416, 842. 

However, I wish to point out that Moschopulus’ performance in Euripides, 
although very meritorious, does not seem to equal the thorough strictness 
of his handling of the Sophoclean triad (cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension 
of Moschopulus pp. 131 ff.) and shows occasionally some oversights in his 
acceptance of metrical flaws of the old text. Moschopulus left in his text 
some old metrical defects, e.g., in Hec. 982 (cf. below, p. 171), 1194, 1195 
(below, p. 190), Orest. 761 (below, p. 191), Phoen. 577 (a metrical and gram- 
matical flaw: below, p. 176). And he himself made, either intentionally or 
by inadvertence, some changes conflicting with rules of versification or 
prosody, e.g.: Hec. 620, 666, 959, 1119, Orest. 116, 286, 1135, 1216, 1602, 
Phoen. 40, 560, 607, 610, 615, 761, 1249, 1607. I think we can assume 
that Moschopulus made his edition of Euripides at a time when his critical 
and metrical competence, although quite superior for that time, nonetheless 
did not yet attain the perfection which we admire in his Sophocles edition. 

Most probably, Moschopulus edited Euripides before Sophocles. 'The fact 
of Moschopulus' earlier interest in Euripides would be matched by the fact 
that Thomas began his work in tragedy with Euripides, after the edition 
of Moschopulus. I should tentatively place the Moschopulean edition of 
the Euripidean triad about the year 1290. 'This date would allow enough 
time for the subsequent editions of tragedians (the Thoman Euripides, the 
Thoman Aeschylus, the Moschopulean Sophocles, the Thoman tetrad of 
Sophocles) to be completed during the following decade, before 1301 A.D., 
the date of the Paris 2884 (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 31 f.). 
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V. A SURVEY oF THE MOSCHOPULEAN MANUSCRIPTS 


Since we have established the peculiarities of the Moschopulean text of 
the triad and also some distinctive features of the Moschopulean scholia, 
we have now the necessary criteria enabling us to detect the Moschopulean 
character of a Euripidean manuscript. The presence of Moschopulean read- 
ings in the text, paralleled as a rule by the presence of Moschopulean scholia, 
if any, in a given manuscript, shows conclusively its Moschopulean charac- 
ter and makes it irrelevant to any future investigation of the genuine text 
tradition of Euripides. With this consideration in mind, I have conducted 
a survey of almost all the extant manuscripts of Euripides, and I am going 
to list below the Moschopulean manuscripts. Analogous surveys will be 
devoted in due course, after the respective chapters on the other Byzantine 
recensions, to the manuscripts of the corresponding groups. 

The survey of Moschopulean manuscripts shows the extreme popularity 
of that recension in comparison with the Thoman and the Triclinian manu- 
scripts. The same situation prevails in Sophocles.’ Probably the wide 
diffusion of the Moschopulean text was due to the fact that it originated 
in Constantinople, while the Thoman and the Triclinian recensions, being 
a product of Thessalonica, could not achieve the same circulation. 


The Moschopulean manuscripts of Euripides are listed below, for the con- 
venience of the reader, in the alphabetic order of their geographic locations. 
The description of each manuscript is followed by a quotation of a few 
Moschopulean readings out of those that appear in the manuscript, as a 
proof of its Moschopulean character. The readings quoted are a selection 
so that no conclusions ex silentio must be made concerning the readings 
that are not quoted explicitly. The sheer force of habit made me check 
predominantly readings of a certain set in a given recension. Moreover, if 
a reading or several readings checked in a Moschopulean manuscript conflict 
with the Moschopulean recension, I simply do not mention such inconsisten- 
cies, considering that they are irrelevant in view of the basic or predominant 
Moschopulean character of the manuscript in question. If in an intrinsi- 
cally composite manuscript some sections are affiliated with other Byzantine 


165 Cf. the list of Moschopulean mss. of Sophocles in Turyn, Sophocles Recension 
of Moschopulus pp. 152 ff., Studies in Sophocles pp. 27 ff. For the popularity of 
Moschopulean mss. of Pindar, cf. Mommsen, Pindari carmina pp. xxiv ff.; Irigoin, 
Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 285. For Moschopulean mss. of Theocritus, cf. 
Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur Bucolici Graeci pp. 273 ff. 
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recensions and if I quote pertinent evidence for such sections other than 
Moschopulean, the reader will consult the lists of readings of the pertinent 
recensions exhibited in this book in the subsequent chapters. 

This is the list of Moschopulean manuscripts of Euripides. 

Alexandria, Patriarchal Library, 18 (cf. <@ed8wpos A. Mooyovas,> IIarpup- 
xeov ’Ade~arSpetas. KardAoyoc ris Harpeapyixns BiBAwoOnnys, Tópos A’: Xepo- 
ypada [’AAcédvSpaa, 1945] pp. 29 ff.). Paper, 16% cent., 315 X 220 mm., 
277 foll, 20 lines. — Fol. 185'-215" Hecuba (the leaf Hec. 1207-1246 is 
bound in the volume elsewhere, in a wrong place). Sparse scholia, Thoman 
and Moschopulean (to judge from the photographic samples which I have 
at my disposal). The ms. is written by the same hand as Florence, Laur. 
32, 21 (cf. below, p. 127). Both mss. were copied by the same scribe — 
probably from the same source, since they agree in several peculiarities, 
e.g.: Hec. 85 $pày ilL, 123 dfw, 127 xAope. The beginning shows a Tri- 
clinian interpolation Hec. 69 obrecí (the source must have been affected 
by extra interpolations at the beginning of Hecuba). The basic text charac- 
ter of the ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ároAero, 265 mpoopdypara, 274 
wapytdos, 318 ejuxpóv, 421 sevrykovr' dpoipor 8) réxvwv, 907 xadvrra, 923 8€ rou, 
959 ws dvayvwcia. 

Ashford Hill (near Newbury, Berkshire, England), Old Malthouse, an 
unnumbered ms. owned by J. A. Spranger (cf. Spranger, Classical Quarterly 
32 [1938] p. 200 note 1; 33 [1939] p. 99). I am indebted to Mr. Spranger 
for the description of this ms. and a microfilm reproduction of its Euripi- 
dean part. Paper, late 15° cent. 205 X 140 mm., 227 foll., 15 lines. 
Acquired by the present owner from a bookseller in Florence about 1920. — 
Fol. 1'—4Y almost blank (except for some scribblings) ; 5'-45" Aristophanes, 
Plutus (28-end) ; 46" almost blank; 46% arg. to Nub.; 47'-94" Nubes; 
94v-95" almost blank; 96" Vita Euripidea; 96" arg. to Euripides, Hec.; 
9771-138" Hecuba; 138" arg. to Orest.; 139°-195" Orestes; 195"—197* almost 
blank; 198" prolegomena (part) to Hesiod, O. D.; 198*—225r Opera et Dies; 
225'-227Y almost blank. Very few scattered scholia on Hecuba, mostly 
Moschopulean, and a Moschopulean scholium on Orest. 2. The text of the 
two plays is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 dmwaAero, 265 mpoojdáyuara, 582 & 
om., 907 «aAvrre, 923 9€ rou Orest. 116 oraca y’ èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv vw, 
286 êrdpas épyov és, 798 pytépos. 

Athens, 'Axa9nuía ’A@nvav, Siderides ms. 14 (cf. below, p. 218). In this 
ms. containing the three plays, only the Phoenissae section is Moschopulean. 
The Phoenissae is accompanied by some Moschopulean scholia. The text 
of Phoenissae (only) is Moschopulean: cf. Phoen. 47 xpéwv, 84 xvAas, 253 
oigerat, 303 rosi Báow, 313 copa. On the rest of the ms., cf. below, p. 218. 

Athens, 'E8vuc] BiBAcoOyxy, 1058 (cf. "Iodvvys XakkeAtov kai 'AAxuBuiBqs. I. 
ZaxxeAtwy, KardAoyos rev xepoypaduy rijs 'EÜvucjs BiBAtoOyxns ras '"EAAd8os 
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[èv "Abras, 1892] p. 188). Paper, 15% cent., 215 X 145 mm., 104 foll., 
15 lines. — Fol. 1° Vita; 1" arg. to Hec.; 27-44 Hecuba; 45' arg. to Orest. ; 
471-1047 Orestes. Moschopulean scholia on Hec. and Orest. 2-142 (through 
fol. 51%) ; Thoman scholia on Orest. 146-1496 (on fol. 527-97"). The ms. 
clearly divides in two sections of different character: fol. 1—51 and fol. 52—104. 
In the first section, Hec. and Orest. 1-143 are Moschopulean in text and 
scholia. In the second section, the text Orest. 145-end is Triclinian, while the 
concomitant scholia are Thoman and were obviously taken from a Triclinian 
commentary. For text readings of the Moschopulean section, cf.: Hec. ?1 
dmoAero, 318 opixpov, 421 wevrjxovr’ üpotpot 87) réxvwy, 582 0' om., 620 kaJAura 
evrexvutare, 758 érápkeav, 9077 xadvrre, 923 8€ ror, 959 ws av adyvwoia, Orest. 
61 evu$opas. For the Triclinian section,!99 cf.: Orest. 258 èv gois Sepvios, 
337 Souov, 515 ámoxre(vey m.pr., 527 é(éfjaAe róv pacroyv, 586 ro éxeivgs yàp, 
761 doreos [r], 798 rps uq7pós, 988 rov moAov. 

Mount Athos, Mory Barozeótov, 671 (cf. Eustratiades and Arcadios, Har- 
vard Theological Studies 11 [1924] p. 134; M. Constantinides, Classical 
Review 8 [1894] pp. 341 ff.; M. T. Smiley, Classical Quarterly 15 [1921] 
p. 58; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 11; Studies in Sophocles p. 201; 
Rudolfus Pfeiffer, Callimachus II [Oxonii, 1953] pp. rvir, 124). Paper, 
15 cent., 26 X 19 cm., 247 foll., 24 lines. — Fol. 93" Vita; 93° arg. to Hec. ; 
93% Hecuba; 120Y arg. to Orest. ; 121r Orestes; 155% arg. to Phoen. ; 156%- 
190v Phoenissae. Scholia from different sources — Moschopulean and other 
Byzantine and old — on Hecuba and Orestes 1-130 (through fol. 123v). 
The poetic text divides into two sections. Hecuba and Orestes ca. 1—400 
are Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 dmwAero, 56 SovAcov, 76 eldov: elSov yàp, 318 
opixpov, 582 0" om., 907 xaAvmre, 923 8é ro, Orest. 116 oraga y’ èr’, 162 
dp’ om., 169 oiv vw, 228 Séuas, 286 érapas €pyoy és, 326 ear’, 327 xaxov uoyÜov, 
373 dAvrimrov, 378 é£éAeurov.. The rest, Orestes ca. 400—end and Phoenissae, 
is old: cf. Orest. 439 eimeiv éyas, Phoen. 171 ris wobev kvpe, 608 ye oF à, 
842 dareos 0805. 

Mount Athos, Mori Awvvvatov, 334 (No. 3868 in Sap. II. Adympos, KardAoyos 
Tày èv rais BiBAoOnxas rov ‘Ayiov "Opovs é\Anvixoy Kwdikwv I [èv KavraBpryia ris 
*AyyAias, 1895] pp. 412 f.). Paper, 15'^ cent., 212 X 143 mm., 255 foll., 
14 lines. — Fol. 32" Vita; 32" arg. to Hec.; 33° Hecuba; 78" arg. to Orest. ; 
79% Orestes; 136" arg. to Phoen.; 137*—185" and 209-209% Phoenissae. 
Sparse Moschopulean scholia. The main bulk of the ms., comprising Hecuba 
ca. 600—end, Orestes, Phoentssae ca. 600—end, is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
620 xd)Jucra evrexvorare, 683 alt. réxvov om., 757 BovAevca, 758 émdpkeav, 
907 xaAUrre, 923 8é rou 959 às ay áyvocia, 1183 alt. unde, Orest. 116 oraca 
y’ én’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv my, 228 S€éuas, 286 erdpas čpywv eis, 1684 (qvos, 


166 Cf. below, p. 196. 
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Phoen. 607 5A8es xai yap, 608 y’ à, 610 (xara- om.) «rave, 1022 soAverovos 
woAuvpoyOos. The sections Hec. ca. 1-600 and Phoen. ca. 1-600 seem to 
have a predominantly old text: cf. Hec. 21 &reAAvra,, 56 8ovAov, 265 «pos 
$dyua, 274 wapydbos, 346 ye, Phoen. 171 ris xobev kvpe, 577 yévov' dv ud’. 

Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria, 2612 (cf. Alessandro Olivieri e Niccola 
Festa, “ Indice dei codici greci della Biblioteca Universitaria e Comunale 
di Bologna," Studi Italians di filologia classica 3 [1895] p. 409 f.; T. W. 
Allen, Classical Review 3 [1889] p. 254). Paper, 15'^ cent., 226 X 158 mm., 
74 foll. 17 lines. Once No. 26 in the monastery San Salvatore in Bologna. 
The ms. was in Paris in Napoleon’s time, for there is on fol. 1* a stamp 
of the Bibliothéque Nationale. Written by two hands. The first part of the 
ms., fol. 1-37 (Orphic Argonautica) was written by Giorgio Valla (cf. 
Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 70; Th. W. Allen, Miscellanea 
Francesco Ehrle IV [Studi e Testi, 40. Roma, 1924] p. 32, with a facsimile 
sample of Giorgio Valla's handwriting). — Fol. 38'-74* Hecuba. The text 
is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 265 xpoodaypara, 274 wapnidos, 318 opixpor, 346 
got, 421 wevryxovr’ dpoupoc by Tékvov, 757 Sovrcvoa, 758 émdpkeav, 709 ws ay 
dyvwcia, 1266 & om. 

Brussels, Bibliothéque Royale, 4280-83 (cf. Henri Omont, Catalogue des 
manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque Royale de Brurelles et des autres biblio- 
theques publiques de Belgique [Extrait de la Revue de l'Instruction Pu- 
blique en Belgique. Gand, 1885] pp. 25 f. under no. 77). Paper, 15!^ cent., 
217 X 145 mm., 240 foll. (marked 118-357), 18 lines. Written by one 
Georgius (fol. 259%): f yewpyiov $iAarre x(pior)é wavravaé: + (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 90). — Fol. 2227 Vita; 222Y arg. to 
Hec.; 228" Hecuba; 260° arg. to Orest. ; 261° Orestes; 307° arg. to Phoen.; 
308'-357% Phoenissae (fol. 3577", containing Phoen. 1737—end with scholia, 
is a later supplement). Moschopulean scholia on the three plays. The text 
is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 dmwAero, 76 eiBov: «i8ov yàp, 318 ojuxpóv, 
582 F om., 757 Sovrcioa, 758 émapxeav, 907 kaAvmre,, 923 é rou, 959 ws dy 
dyvwota, 1175 rapácaev m.pr., Orest. 61 cvpdopds, 116 oraca y' én’, 162 dp’ 
om., 286 érapas épyoy és, 326 éar', 373 dAtrirwr, 407 (êk om.) $avraopádrov, 
441 mpós, 535 abrov, 798 unrépos, 1135 dmékrew', 1684 (qvos, Phoen. 84 widAas, 
277 Oópovs, 459 prius r’ om., 569 ju«ijaro, 610 (xara- om.) xravo, 615 à€ 
yé poc. 

Brussels, Bibliothèque Royale, 11278—-79 (cf. Omont, Catalogue des manu- 
scrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Royale de Belgique p. 25 under no. 76). 
Paper, 15*^ cent., 196 X 132 mm., 1v + 166 +11 foll, 14-15 lines. There 
is, on the preliminary folio, the following note: eyo o vgkoAos o AovAqs pado 
Marco Antonio laudino secretario. Accordingly, NuóAaos ô Ao/Ags wrote 
the ms. for Marcus Antonius Laudinus (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 350). On fol. Ivf, a note in a handwriting resembling that of 
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Marcus Musurus: róv rávra 8 óABov, uap čv w ddeirero (Hec. 285). Later 
owner: the Jesuits of Antwerp (according to a note on fol. 17). — Fol. 1! 
Vita; 1" arg. to Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 44” arg. to Orest.; 46" Orestes; 102* arg. 
to Phoen.; 103r-165Y Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on the three plays 
by the first hand ; other notes, in Greek and Latin, added by later hands. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 dzeAero, 421 sevryoxovr' üpotpoc 81 
Tékyov, 620 xd)Auara ebrexvorare, 757 SovAcioa, 758 erapxeav, 907 xadrvrret, 
959 ws dy ayvwoig, 1175 rapdcowov (yp. ápácaov), Orest. 61 avuopds, 116 
ordoa y' èr’, 169 oby wy, 228 8épas, 286 &rádpas &pyov és, 798 pyrépos, Phoen. 
84 míAas, 277 Sopovs, 459 prius r’ om., 607 Abes xai yap, 610 (xara- om.) 
xravw, 615 8€ ye por. 

Cambridge, Corpus Christi College, 403 (cf. Montague Rhodes James, 
A Descriptive Catalogue of the Manuscripts in the Library of Corpus Christ 
College Cambridge II [Cambridge, 1912] pp. 268f.). Paper, 15‘ cent., 
215 X 145 mm., 121 foll. Once owned by archbishop Matthew Parker, 1504— 
1575 (cf. Montague Rhodes James, The Library. Fourth series, vol. VII 
[1927] pp. 349 f.; cf. Dictionary of National Biography XV pp. 254 ff.). 
Written by two hands. One hand wrote fol. 1'-41v, 22 lines, Hecuba and 
Orest. 1-490; another hand wrote fol. 42'-1187, 20 lines, Orest. 491—end 
and Phoentssae. A facsimile of a part of fol. 12" (Hec. 513—520) is found 
in Paley, Euripides With an English Commentary vol. III (1860). — Fol. 1° 
Hecuba; 30* arg. to Orest. ; 31° Orestes; 13r arg. to Phoen. ; 73*—118r Phoe- 
nissae (fol. 118%—121Y are blank). Scholia were written by the two scribes 
in their respective sections, but the second scribe added many scholia in 
the first section. The scholia are predominantly Moschopulean, yet there 
are, especially in the second section, in addition to the Moschopulean scholia, 
also some old and Thoman scholia. The poetic text is Moschopulean 
throughout: ef. Hec. 21 dwoXero, 76 cidov. elBoy yàp, 94 ayirAjos, 318 ojuxpóv, 
421 mevrikovr' dpotpot 805) Téxvov, 582 & om., 923 8é rou 959 ws dy áyvwota, 
Orest. 61 cuudopas, 116 oraca y’ èr’, 228 Séuas, 286 érápas épyov és, Phoen. 
84 rúas, 277 Somos, 459 prius r’ om., 569 jpeiaro, 610 (xara- om.) Krave, 
615 8€ ye uo. This ms. was used by Porson with the symbol C. 

Cambridge, University Library, Mm.1.11 (No. 2272 in A Catalogue of 
the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge 
IV [1861] pp. 105 f.). Paper, 15 cent., 210 X 135 mm., 108 foll. — Fol. 
1" arg. to Hec.; 1" Hecuba; 30° arg. to Orest.; 30” Orestes; TOY arg. to 
Phoen.; 71—107% Phoentssae. The ms. divides into two sections. The first 
section, extending through fol. 33%, comprises Hecuba and Orestes 1-133 
and is Moschopulean. Moschopulean scholia were originally written in that 
section and then some Thoman scholia were added. The second section, 
fol. 347-107", contains Orestes 134—end and Phoentssae, with Thoman 
scholia; its text is Thoman. For the Moschopulean section, cf.: Hec. 21 
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droAero, 265 rpocdaypara, 274 wapnidos, 421 sevrijkovr' apoiot 05] réxvwv, 757 
Sovrcvoat, 758 éxdpxeav, 907 nadvrre, 923 8€ ror, 959 ws dv ayvwoia. For the 
Thoman section, cf.: Orest. 147 vrdpodov, 286 érdpas eis €pyov, 415 pév om., 
482 marpós 08' éariv, 509 (avr- om.) droxrevet, 632 kweis, 778 peis, 920 rodir, 
Phoen. 17 ky6os T’, 223 pe om., 235 dÜavdrov, 247 réxva, 419 xoXw om., 852 
ys, 881 wapa, 892 88, 956 éOpos, 966 Soin ris, 1379 dAAgAovs, 1597 (pyTpds 
om.) èx yovys poàeiv ére, 1701 (abd? om.) aOAiov warpos réxva. This ms. 
was used by Porson with the symbol Cant. 

Dresden, Sächsische Landesbibliothek, Da.22 (cf. Franz Schnorr von 
Carolsfeld, Katalog der Handschriften der Kónigl. Offentlichen Bibliothek 
zu Dresden I [Leipzig, 1882] p. 288; G. Dindorfius, Scholia in Sophoclis 
tragoedias septem II [Oxonii, 1852] p. 408; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sopho- 
cles p. 14; Studies in Sophocles pp. 193 f.). Once in the Mount Athos 
monastery 'Igypov, then in the Moscow Synodal Library, from which it was 
purloined by Christian Friedrich Matthaei and sold in 1788 to the Dresden 
library (cf. O. v. Gebhardt, “Christian Friedrich Matthaei und seine 
Sammlung griechischer Handschriften," Centralblatt für Bibliothekswesen 
15 [1898] pp. 544f.). During the last war, this ms. was presumably 
damaged and is not extant now in the Dresden library. Nonetheless, its 
character can be established on the basis of data published in the past. 
Although the ms. is hardly in existence any more, I am including it here 
for the sake of completeness. Paper, 15'^ cent., 246 foll. — Fol. 17-132" 
Vita, Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae; 132*—1347 Triclinian metrical matter; 
Moschopulus «epi rov eiàoAov. Moschopulean scholia on the three plays, to 
judge from the excerpts quoted in a collation of the ms. made by Matthaei 
and published by Christianus Daniel Beckius, Euripidis tragoediae frag- 
menta epistolae ex editione Iosuae Barnesw nunc recusa III (Lipsiae, 1788) 
pp. 1019-1063, with the symbol D. This collation shows that the poetic 
text of this ms. was Moschopulean throughout. Cf. (according to Matthaei 
in Beck): Hec. .318 ejuxpóv, 368 atdy, 684 alt. réxvoy om., 923 8é ra, 959 
ws dy ayvwoig, Orest. 61 avudopás, 69 ôxoúpeof’, 116 oraca y' èr’, 162 ap’ om., 
926 éar’, 327 kaxov uoxDÜuv, 373 dAvrvmrov, 1024 o’ om., 1039 éyo, Phoen. 84 
rúas, 459 prius r’ om., 535 xaAAorov, 607 zA8es kai yàp, 608 y' à, 610 (xara- 
om.) xravo. 

Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, plut. 31, 5 (cf. Ang. Mar. 
Bandinius, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae II 
[ Florentiae, 1768] cols. 80 ff. ; Schultz, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung 
der Hesiod-Scholien p. 8; Wendel, Uberlieferung und Entstehung der 
T heokrit-Scholien p. 174; Thomas W. Allen, Homeri Ilias I [Oxonii, 1931] 
p. 18). Paper, 14: cent., 22 X 15 cm., 206 foll. Written by several hands; 
folios 68-79 and 205-206 are later replacements. — Fol. 1" arg. to Phoen.; 
1v—-44" Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia (an incomplete set). The text is 
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Moschopulean: cf. Phoen. 47 xpéov, 84 míAas, 459 prius 7’ om., 610 (xara- 
om.) «rave, 615 S€ ye wo. This ms. contains, in addition to Euripides 
Phoen., Hesiod O. D. with Moschopulean scholia, Pindar Olympia with 
Moschopulean scholia, Theocritus I-XIII in the enlarged Moschopulean 
recension, with Moschopulean scholia on Theocr. I-VIII, and Homer Iliad 
A-B 493 with Moschopulean scholia.'?' This selection of poetic texts in the 
Moschopulean recensions points to the famous Moschopulean sylloge (cf. 
above, p. 43). 


Florence, Laur. 31, 6 (cf. Bandini II col. 82). Paper, 15 cent., 225 X 
165mm., 170 foll, 14 lines. — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 47* arg. to Orest.; 48' 
Orestes; 107% arg. to Phoen.; 108—170% Phoenissae. There is a peculiar 
conglomeration of scholia: mostly Moschopulean (but not in a complete 
set), some Planudean scholia, occasionally some old and Thoman scholia. 
Matthiae and Dindorf listed scholia from this ms. with the symbol Fl. 6. 
The text of this ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 «iBoy- elĝov yàp, 318 
cpukpóv, 582 0' om., 923 8€ ro, 959 ws dv dyvwoig, Orest. 61 avuoopas, 116 
oraoa y' èr’, T50 omeipwv rarijp, Phoen. 84 rúas, 607 7AGes kai yàp, 610 (xara- 
om.) xrave. 

Florence, Laur. 31, 9 (cf. Bandini II cols. 84f.; Turyn, Manuscripts of 
Sophocles p. 15; Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 153). Paper, 15% 
cent., 208 X 145 mm., 294 foll., 15-16 lines. Subscribed by Ioannes Gabras 
on fol. 154v: ft éreAcwOy ù mapovca BiBAos S xepós euov iw(dvv)ov rov 
yaBpà + : prè iovviw xa’ juépa mapackem iv(Surwovos) ua’ (end illegible). 
This scribe is not listed in Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber (Ban- 
dini read only 'Ioárvov roù ..... ).!:95* If the ms. was written in the 15th 
century, the year could have been only 1448 or 1493. — Fol. 1* Vita; 2" arg. 
to Hec.; 3T Hecuba; 45° arg. to Orest. ; 45% Orestes; 100° arg. to Phoen.; 
100—154” Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia. The text is Moschopulean: 
cf. Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 582 0' om., 757 SovrAevaca, 758 émdpkeav, Orest. 61 
ovppopas, 116 oraca y' én’, 169 ov ww, Phoen. 84 miAas, 459 prius r om., 
607 7AGes kai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xravo. 

Florence, Laur. 31, 17 (cf. Bandini II col. 90). Paper, 1431 a.p., 210 x 
135 mm., 111 foll. Subscribed by one Ioannes on July 5, 1431 (fol. 111"): 


1*7 Cf. Schultz, loc. cit.; Mommsen, Pindari carmina p. xxvi; Irigoin, Histoire 
du texte de Pindare p. 280; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur Bucolici Graeci 
p. 324; Wendel, loc. cit; Allen, loc. cit. — For an edition of the Moschopulean scholia 
on Hom. Il. A—B 493, cf.: Ludovicus Bachmannus, Scholia in Homeri Iliadem quae 
in codice Bibl. Paull. Acad. Lips. leguntur I (Lipsiae, 1835) pp. 693-745. 

1*$ For the family name Gabras, cf. Treu, Maximi monachi Planudis epistulae IV 
p. 203; R. Guilland, Correspondance de Nicéphore Grégoras (Collection Byzantine. 
Paris, 1927) p. 273; Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? p. 482 
and elsewhere. Cf. below, p. 130, on Naples II.F.39. 
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ereAcwOny TO wapov BiBXlov, 5a xepòs épov rov rasxewov io(dv)v(ov) xarà piva 
iovA (wo) v*. TH €" rov abro? uqvós-* év Eras Gaza A O-o, iy(Bucrwvos) [0]. 
There is a note (on fol. 48%): t & xè Bonde r& ow So/Ae uavojA ra éarðw- 
vovÀc. Perhaps Manuel Xanthopulus was the owner of the ms. (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 212 and p. 212 note 1). — Fol. 1" 
Hec. 1-24 supplemented by a later hand; 27-47* Hecuba (25-end); 49! 
arg. to Orest. ; 50r-111Y Orestes. Moschopulean scholia (an incomplete set). 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 56 8osA«ov, 76 eiBov- «boy yàp, 318 
opixpov, 560 dydApara, 684 alt. réxvov om., 797 SovAevca,, 758 érdpxiav, 907 
KaAvrre, 923 8€ rou 959 ws av dyvwoia, Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 116 oraca y èr’, 
162 dp’ om., 228 d€uas, 286 érapas čpyov és, 326 dar’, 327 naxwv poyOwv, 407 
(èk om.) davracpdrov, 424 eixàv rakas, 447 zpos, 983 uécov xai xÜovós, 1024 
c' om. 

Florence, Laur. 31, 18 (cf. Bandini II col. 91; Gallavotti, Theocritus 
p. 253 note 1). Parchment, second half of the 15'^ cent., 227 X 154 mm., 
105 foll., 25 lines. Folios 61-70 are bound between fol. 100 and 101. Once 
owned by a Filelfo, according to an entry on the verso of the front cover: 
delfilelfo (it is not certain that this should have been Francesco Filelfo; 
cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 440 note 6, p. 442 note 5; 
the Laur. 31, 18 is not indicated in the list of Francesco Filelfo's Greek 
mss. in H. Omont, Bibliofilia 2 [1900-1901] pp. 138-140; cf. Calderini, 
Studi Italiani di filologia classica 20 [1913] pp. 309 ff.). — Fol. 17 Vita; 
lv arg. to Hec.; 2r Hecuba; 297" arg. to Orest.; 28-61" Orestes; 61° 
arg. to Phoen.; 62'-97* Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia only on Hec. 
1-111. The text of the three plays is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. T6 «ióov: 
elSov yap, 582 0' om., 923 & rou 959 ws av dyvwoia, Orest. 61 ovupopas, 116 oraca 
y’ én’, 169 oiv ww, Phoen. 84 rodas, 459 prius r’ om., 607 7AGes xai yàp, 610 
(xara- om.) «rave. 

Florence, Laur. 31, 21 (cf. Bandini II col. 92). Paper, 15'^ cent., 
219 X 145 mm., 132 foll, 19 lines. — Fol. 1% Vita; 2° arg. to Hec.; 3° 
Hecuba; 86* arg. to Orest.; 38% Orestes; 83° arg. to Phoen.; 84"—130" 
Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on the three plays, with admixture of 
some Thoman scholia and of some old scholia stemming from the M tradi- 
tion (cf. schol. vet. Hec. 1267 [I p. 89.17 Schwartz] éxe soAA5» M and 
Laur. 32, 21; schol. vet. Hec. 1279 [I p. 90.27 Schw.] rovrov rvxeiv M, rovrov 
rxe&v Laur. 31, 21). The text of the three plays is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
56 BovA«ov, 318 ejuxpóy m.pr., 368 didn, 620 kádra ebrexvorare, 684 alt. 
réxyoy OM., 757 SovAevoa, 158 érdpkeuav, 879 avvéara,, 907 kaXvarre, 923 8€ ro, 
959 ws dv dyvocía, Orest. 61 ovupopas, 169 oóv wy, 228 Béuas, 286 érápas 
Epyov és, 327 kakv póxOov, 1135 ámékrew', Phoen. 171 ris móðev, 416 nareiov, 
459 prius r' om., 569 Zueyaro, 591 oxirrpa, 607 Ades kai yàp, 608 y’ a, 
610 (xara- om.) krav, 635 0nBaiov. 
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Florence, Laur. 31, 25 (cf. Bandini II cols. 97 f.; Wendel, Uberlieferung 
und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 174; Gallavotti, T'heocritus p. 
324). Paper, 15'^ cent., 210 X 138 mm., 134 foll. Written by several hands. 
Former owner (cf. fol. 1") : ‘Appovos 6 'Afsvaios, fl. 1482 (also called Movpad 
‘Piz: cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 45 note 1; Zmvp. II. 
Adurpos, € 'AUsvaioc BiBAtoypddor xai krýropes koüikov Karà roUs uégovs alvas 
xai émi Tovpxoxparias, » BiAoAoyixds YAAoyos Hapvaccds, 'Erergpis 6 [1902] 
pp. 184-189, with a facsimile sample of Harmonius’ writing on p. 187; 
Adáprpos, Néos 'EAAgvouvjuev 8 [1911] pp. 98 ff.; Aemidius Martini et Do- 
minieus Bassi, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae 
[Mediolani, 1906] I p. 481; Ada Adler, Suidae Lexicon V [1938] pp. 
245 f.). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 49° arg. to Orest.; 507-72" Orestes (1-613). 
This part was written in the 15** century. Folios 737-95', containing Orestes 
614—end, are a later replacement written in the 16'^ century. In the original 
part, a peculiar collection of Moschopulean and Planudean and old scholia. 
In the later replacement, sparse marginal notes. In the text of the original 
part, Hecuba ca. 1-501 is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eov: elðov yàp, 318 
opixpov, 421 wevryxovr’ dpowot 55) Tékvov. The rest of the original portion, 
Hecuba ca. 502—end and Orestes 1-613, is Thoman: cf. Hec. 850 éywye xai, 
899 8ovva. cor, 963 Opyxav, 1184 péudn, Orest. 286 érápas eis épyov, 415 pèv 
om. — The text of the later replacement, Orestes 614—end, is Moschopulean : 
cf. Orest. 750 ameípov warnp, 798 uyrépos, 983 pécov kai x0ovós, 1602 85 om. 

Florence, Laur. 31, 34 (cf. Bandini II cols. 112 f.). Parchment, 15th 
cent, 186 xX 148 mm., 115 foll.— Fol. 1'-32Y Hecuba; 33%-%3" Orestes; 
747-115" Phoenissae; 115% Vita (incomplete). Some Moschopulean scholia. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eiboy- eiSov yàp, 318 ajaxpóv, 923 8 ror, 
959 ùs dv dyvwaig, Orest. 61 avpdopas, 116 oraca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 228 Gépas, 
Phoen. 84 víXas, 610 (xara- om.) xravo, 615 8€ ye por. 

Florence, Laur. 32, 21 (cf. Bandini II col. 173; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 66). 
Paper, 16* cent., 21 X 14 em., 111 + 93 +11 foll, 13-14 lines. — Fol. 107- 
56" Hecuba; 57* Orestes 1-3 is oóx av. Few glosses; also some glosses in 
Latin. This ms. was written by the same hand as the ms. Alexandria 18 
(cf. above, p. 120) and was probably derived from the same source. The 
beginning of the Laur. 32, 21, Hecuba ca. 1-88, shows some Triclinian 
interpolations: ef. Hec. 69 ovrwoi, 74 pidns elóov; its source was possibly 
affected by some additional interpolations from a different exemplar. But, 
basically, the ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 opixpov, 421 mevrjxovr’ 
dpowpo: 91] Tékyov, 751 SovAevoa, 758 érápkeuav, 959 ws dvayvwata. 

Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Conventi Soppressi 11 (cf. 
Rostagno-Festa, Stud Italiani di filologica classica 1 [1893] p. 137 ; Turyn, 
Aeschylus p. 7T). Paper, 14'^ cent., 217 X 140 mm., 150 fol. Former 
owners: Antonio Corbinelli (cf. Blum, La biblioteca della Badia Fiorentina 
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e i codici di Antonio Corbinelli p. 102) ; Badia Fiorentina (under no. 56). — 
Fol. 1" Hecuba; 25" arg. to Orest. ; 26r Orestes; 58Y arg. to Phoen. ; 597—937 
Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on the three plays; they were referred 
to in Matthiae and in Dindorf with the symbol (Fl.) 56. The text is 
Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eiSov: cidov yàp, 582 0' om., 757 overa, 758 
érapxetay, 959 ws av dyvwata, Orest. 61 cvpdopas, 116 oraca y’ èr’, 169 oiv vw, 
Phoen. 84 mvaAas, 607 5A0es xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xravo. 

Xb = Florence, Laur. Conventi Soppressi 71. Cf. above, p. 98. The ms. 
was described above and used occasionally as a witness of the Moschopulean 
recension. I am adding here, in the usual way, a compilation of several 
Moschopulean readings from it: cf. Hec. 76 eiSov- «Sov yàp, 318 opexpov, 
368 atdy, 582 0' om., 620 xadAAtora ebrexvorare, 879 avvéara, 923 8€ rou 959 
ws dy dyvwoia, 1175 rapdocov (yp. dpacowv), Orest. 61 avu$opds, 116 oraca 
y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv wv, 228 8éuas, Phoen. 84 xvdAas, 459 prius r’ om., 
607 2A0«s kai yap, 610 (xara- om.) «rave. This ms. is a very faithful, con- 
sistent and correct representative of the Moschopulean recension. 

Yf = Florence, Laur. Conventi Soppressi 98. Cf. above, p. 56. This ms. 
is very important as a carrier of Planudean scholia. The composition of 
its scholia was indicated in the previous description. Basically, there are 
Moschopulean scholia with the addition of Planudean scholia. Scholia of 
this ms. are to be found in Matthiae and in Dindorf, with the symbol (Fl.) 
59. The text of the triad in this ms. is fundamentally the Moschopulean 
text: cf. Hec. 21 ámoAero, 56 BovAeov, 76 cidov. cidov yàp, 274 wapnisos, 318 
pucpov, 421 mevryzkor' dpoipoc by réxvov, 582 & om., 620 xdAAura. eUrexvorare, 
672 amnyyéàn, 757 SovrActcoa, 758 érápkeay, 879 avvéara,, 907 xaAvmre, 923 
6€ rou 959 ws åy adyvwota, 1175 rapdcaov (yp. ápácacv), 1266 § om., Orest. 
61 cvpdopds, 116 craca y’ èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv yw, 228 S€yas, 286 érápas 
Epyov és, 326 éar’, 327 kakav poxOwv, 373 dAvrimov, 318 é£éAeurov, 447 mpos, 
535 avrov, 592 cadéorarov vépe, 790 aù Aéyes (yp. adyyeAcis), 983 pécov xai 
x9ovos, 1135 drmékrew', Phoen. 84 widas, 277 Sopovs, 313 kópar, 416 narevov, 
724 wxpooBarour’ áy, 1022 wodvarovos roAvpoxGos, 1046 dopevos, 1063 xareip- 
yacan, 1537/8 Svortavov Seuviots, 1593 goi, 1648 exredAciv. In a portion of its 
text, Phoentssae ca. 451-709, this ms. departs from the Moschopulean 
recension and follows the old tradition. But, on the whole, the text of this 
ms. is Moschopulean, and this fact confirms our belief that Planudes, while 
commenting on the triad of Euripides, did not make any general recension 
of the poetic text of the Euripidean triad, but conceivably relied on the 
Moschopulean text. This agrees with the situation in Sophocles, to whose 
triad Planudes contributed some scholia, without, however, subjecting its 
poetic text to a special recension.?®® 


10° Cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 124. 
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Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijks-Universiteit, Vossianus graec. F 38 (cf. K. 
A. de Meyier, Codices Vosstant Graeci et Miscellanet [Bibliotheca Universi- 
tatis Leidensis, Codices Manuscripti VI. Lugduni Batavorum, 1955] pp. 
41 ff.). Paper, late 15 cent., 30 X 22 cm., vI + 122 +11 foll., 24 lines. — 
Fol. 1" Vita; 2" arg. to Hec.; 3° Hecuba; 29" arg. to Orest. ; 30° Orestes; 
61v arg. to Phoen.; 65*—102r Phoenissae. Some Moschopulean scholia on 
the beginning of Orestes and on Phoen. 1597—end. 'The text is Moschopulean 
throughout: cf. Hec. 76 «Sov: eiSov yàp, 318 ajuxpóv, 421 sevrrkovr' aporpot 
83 rékvov, 582 0" om., 620 xadAdora ebrexyorare, 757 SovAcvoa, 758 érápxkeuav, 
907 xadrvrre, 923 8é ror, 959 ws dv dyvocía, Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 69 dyxovpeos”, 
116 oraca y' én’, 228 ŝépas, 286 éxdpas épyov és, 373 dActirwv, Phoen. 84 
widas, 277 Sopovs, 459 prius r' om., 569 ypetaro, 591 oxyrrpa, 610 (xara- 
om.) xravo, 635 OnBaiwv, 673 Évvgke. This ms. was used by Valckenaer for 
his edition of Phoentssae (cf. Ludovicus Casp. Valckenaer, Euripidis tragoe- 
dia Phoentssae [Lugduni Batavorum, 1802] p. 111), with the symbol Let- 
densis A. | 

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijks-Universiteit, Vossianus graec. Q 61 (cf. 
de Meyier, Codices Vossiant Graeci et. Miscellanet pp. 178 f.). Paper, late 
15 cent., 202 X 140 mm., 136 foll, 12 lines. The handwriting is that of 
Georgius Hermonymus of Sparta (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 75; Henri Omont, Fac-similés de manuscrits grecs des XV® et 
XVI siècles reproduits en photolithographie d'après les originaux de la 
Bibliothèque Nationale [Paris, 1887] plate 22). — Fol. 27-3" sentences and 
notes on Euripides; 4' Vita; 5° arg. to Hec.; 7t Hecuba; 60"—61" some 
scholia on Hecuba; 62" arg. to Orest.; 667-136" Orestes. Moschopulean, 
Thoman, and other scholia on the two plays. The text of the ms. is Mos- 
chopulean, except for the section Orestes ca. 219-806 which is Triclinian. 
As it could be expected in a humanistic manuscript of that period, the text 
of this ms. is never entirely consistent even within the sections indicated. 
For the Moschopulean text, cf.: Hec. 21 dmeoAero, 76 elSov elĝov yàp, 318 
opixpov, 421 sevrykovr' dpoipoc 81] rékvav, 907 xadvrre, 923 8é rou Orest. 61 
ovpdpopas, 162 ap’ om., 212 re, 963 éAaxey (à om.), 1135 dméxrew', 1180 y’ om., 
1254 por om., 1399 xar’ át&ov, 1507 mpooreoov. — For the Triclinian section 
of this ms., cf.: Orest. 258 èv gois 8euvio:s, 331 puyol (yas om.), 337 Spor, 
515 (avr om.) ámokretye, 586 rò Keins yap, 782 kai pv TO Tpàypu' €évBwov, 
798 r9s uyrpós. 

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijks-Universiteit, Bibl. Publ. Graec. 61e (cf. 
Iacobus Geel, Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum qui inde ab anno 1741 
bibliothecae Lugduno Batavae accesserunt [Lugduni Batavorum, 1852] p. 
12; Bibliotheca, Academiae Lugduno-Batavae. Catalogus. Deel XIV : In- 
ventaris van de Handschriften. Eerste Afdeeling [Leiden, 1932] p. 92). 
Paper, 15'^ cent., 20 X 14 cm., 194 foll., 12 lines. Once owned by Lorenzo 
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Lorenzano (fol. 17) : ó wapov eperiógs dor’ (ov roù Aavpevriov rov Aaovperáyov 
Kai tov didwy rev dyabav (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 
257 note 2). On Lorenzo Lorenzi or Lorenzano (+t 1502), cf. Girolamo 
Tiraboschi, Storia della letteratura ttaliana? VI 1 (Modena, 1790) pp. 352, 
383; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 95. — Fol. 2° Vita; 3° arg. to Hec.; 4° Hecuba; 
53” Orestes; 121'-192' Phoenissae ; 1937-193Y arg. to Orest. ; 1917-194" arg. 
to Phoen. A negligible couple of Byzantine scholia (a Moschopulean scho- 
lium on Hec. 7, a Thoman scholium on Phoen. 46). The text is Moscho- 
pulean: cf. Hec. 21 dxwAero, 76 cidov- eov yàp, 318 ajuxpóv, 421 sevrykovr 
dpuorpoc 91] réxvwv, 923 8€ rou 059 ws adv ayvwoia, 1266 & om., Orest. 61 ovp- 
$opas, 116 arava y’ èr’, 286 émapas épyov és, 424 eimov rakas, 798 prtepos, 
Phoen. 84 svAas, 277 Sopous, 459 prius r’ om., 615 S€ ye por. 

London, British Museum, Additional 4952 (cf. Samuel Ayscough, A 
Catalogue of the Manuscripts preserved in the British. Museum hitherto 
undescribed II [London, 1782] p. 818; E. Maunde Thompson, Classical 
Review 2 [1888] p. 173; Marcel Richard, Inventaire des manuscrits grecs 
du British Museum I [Publications de l'Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire 
des Textes, ITI. Paris, 1952] p. 2). Paper, 16‘ cent., 194 X 135 mm., 116 foll., 
21lines. Ownership entry (fol. 17) : Ez libris Caesaris De Missy Berolinensis: 
Londini: Anno D"! 1748: On César de Missy (1703-1775), cf. Nouvelle 
Biographie Générale (Didot) vol. 35 col. 675. Written by two hands (fol. 
1-72 and 73-116, respectively). — Fol. 1" Vita; 2° arg. to Hec.; 3' Hecuba; 
33° Orestes; 73r arg. to Phoen. ; 747-115" Phoenissae; 116*Y arg. to Orest. 
In the text of the ms., Hecuba and Phoentssae are Moschopulean ; Orestes 
belongs to the dyad tradition 8. — For the Moschopulean section of the ms., 
cf.: Hec. 21 dxoAero, 76 eldov eiSov yàp, 318 ajuxpóv, 582 F? om., 757 BovAevaa:, 
758 émápkeay, 907 xadvwra, 923 8€ rou Phoen. 84 síXas, 459 prius r om., 
569 $ueyaro, 607 5A8e& xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xrave.— For the text 
character of Orestes (recension 8), cf. below, p. 213. This ms. Additional 
4952 was used by Porson with the symbol L. 

London, British Museum, Additional 10057 (cf. List of Additions to 
the Manuscripts in the British Museum in the years MDCCCXXXVI- 
MDCCCXL [London, 1843] p. 7; Thompson, Classical Review 2 [1888] 
p. 172; Richard, Inventaire des manuscrits grecs du British. Museum I p. 
12). Paper, 14 cent, 196 X 120 mm., 138 foll.— Fol. 1" epigram on 
Euripides; 1" Vita; 2Y Moschopulus «epi rov eiboAov (the headline is miss- 
ing); 4' Vita; 5"—-7" arg. to Hec. Folios 1-7 are a later supplement of the 
16^ century. — This is the original part of the volume: fol. 9r Hecuba; 
49" arg. to Orest. ; (50r-51V arg. to Orest. and 53" Orestes 1-17 are a later 
supplement of the 16!^ century ;) 547 Orestes (18—end) ; 967 arg. to Phoen. ; 
977-138" Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia on Hecuba; Thoman scholia on 
Orestes and Phoentssae. The poetic text agrees with the concomitant scholia. 
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In fact, the ms. divides into two sections. The text and scholia of Hecuba 
are Moschopulean; the text and scholia of Orestes and Phoenissae are 
Thoman. I disregard the later supplements. 

For the text of the Moschopulean section, cf.: Hec. 21 åmódero, 76 Sov: 
Sov yàp, 582 @ om., 757 BovAevca, 758 éxdpkeay, 907 kaXémreu, 923 Bé ror, 
959 às dy dyvocia. 

For the text of the Thoman section, cf.: Orest. 35 où, 415 pév om., 
491 [od] codias, 741 7) xai, 747 rade yàp, 920 sóXw, 1215 abre, 1406 moAépo, 
Phoen. 77 k58o« r’, 235 &0avárov, 247 réxva, 426 Seip’ éreaÜa( cor, 449 móAw 
om., 852 yas, 881 wapa, 892 82, 956 eyOpds, 966 Soin ris, 1353 ainypov, 1431 
xatpias i.l. (-ovs 8.1.), 1597 (puyrpos om.) èx yours poAciv wore. 

London, British Museum, Harley 6300 (cf. <R. Nares,» A Catalogue of 
the Harleian Manuscripts in the British Museum III [London, 1808] p. 
355; E. Maunde Thompson, Classical Review 2 [1888] p. 173). Once 
belonged to the Jesuit College in Agen (cf. fol. 1"; cf. H. Omont, “ La 
bibliothéque de Pedro Galés chez les Jésuites d'Agen," Journal des Savants 
N.S. 3 [1905] p. 383; Omont surmised that some Greek mss. which once 
were in the Jesuit College of Agen had belonged previously to Pedro Galés, 
1537-1595). A facsimile of a part of fol. 131" (Phoen. 865-869) is found 
in Paley, Euripides vol. III. Paper, early 16'^ cent., 214 X 145 mm., 164 
foll. Written by several hands. — Fol. 17 Vita; 1” arg. to Hec.; 2* Hecuba; 
43Y arg. to Orest. ; 44” Orestes; 97° arg. to Phoen. ; 98'-164r Phoenissae. 
Very few Moschopulean scholia on the beginning of Hecuba and on the 
beginning of Orestes. Very few old scholia on Phoenissae. 'The text of 
Hecuba and Orestes is Moschopulean; the text of Phoenissae is old. For 
the Moschopulean section, cf.: Hec. 21 áróAero, 318 ajuxpóv, 421 mevrykovr' 
dporot 85 réxvoy, 582 0' om., 620 kaAMura ebrexvorare, 907 nadrvrrea, 923 $é ror, 
1175 rapdcowv, Orest. 61 cupdopas, 116 oraca y’ èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv vw, 
228 Séuas, 286 érápas Epyov és, 326 èar’, 327 xaxov uóxÜuv, 592 cadoéararov 
vépe, 609 áydyes, 779 noAóvra, 782 mpaypa y’, 790 ad Aéyes (yp. dyyedcis), 
798 pyrépos, 983 pécov kai xÜovós, 1602 575 om., 1684 (vos. — For the old 
features of Phoentssae, cf.: Phoen. 171 ris roOev xvpei, 1235 ôs, 1690 peracyeiv 
57 xaye. The ms. Harley 6300 was used by Porson with the symbol J. 

Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional, 4555 (once N 18 in Joannes Iriarte, Regiae 
Bibliothecae Matritensis codices graeci mss. I [Matriti, 1769] pp. 70f.; 
Allen, Homeri Ilias I p. 26). Paper, 15 cent., 29 X 20 cm., 270 foll., 2 
columns to page, 34 lines to column. Written by Constantinus Lascaris, 
to judge from the handwriting of the ms. (cf. Pius Franchi de’ Cavalieri — 
Iohannes Lietzmann, Specimina codicum graecorum Vaticanorum? [Bero- 
lini-Lipsiae, 1929] plate 58, p. xix; this ms. is not listed in Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber pp. 242 ff.). — Fol. 236r-244* Hecuba. 
(On fol. 244", after the end of Hecuba, a fragment of Soph. El. 86-120 
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is written to fill the rest of the page.) The text of Hecuba divides in two 
sections. The initial portion, Hecuba 1-303 (fol. 2367-237"), is Triclinian: 
cf. Hec. 69 obreot, 74 d(Aqs ddov, 92 xai uyy kai 08e, 103 zpos r&v áxaiv, 
200 éx@icray om. But the main body of the text, Hecuba 304—end (fol. 
238'-244Y), is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 274 wxapeidos, 318 opixpor, 368 atêr, 
560 dydApara, 684 alt. réxvov om., 757 SovActooa, 158 éxdpxiav, 923 S€ rox, 
959 os dvayvociay. 

Mantua, Biblioteca Comunale, A.III.20 (cf. E. Martini, Catalogo dt 
manoscritti greci esistenti nelle biblioteche italiane I 2 [Milano, 1896] pp. 
367 ff.). Paper, ca. 1500 a.D., 293 X 205 mm., 176 foll., 21-25 lines. A part 
of the ms., containing Pindar, was written and subscribed (on fol. 65") in 
Milan by ®payxioxos AovAxiyvos on January 28, 1496 (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, 
Die griech. Schreiber p. 423; Irigoin, Histoire du terte de Pindare p. 437). 
But the rest of the ms. containing Euripides was written by a different 
hand, possibly early in the 16'^ century. — Fol. 66" Vita; 66" arg. to Hec.; 
67*—92* Hecuba; 92" arg. to Orest.; 93'-133" Orestes; 134r-176v Phoe- 
nissae. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 &8ov. cidov yàp, 94 axAros, 
318 opixpoy, 582 & om., 620 xcaddAAora ebrexvorare, 1183 alt. unde, Orest. 327 
«akoy poxOwv, 373 dXvrvmov, 378 éCeAevrov, 403 worepov, 407 (èx om.) dar 
Tracpároy, 424 eirwy kaks, 447 xpos, 592 aadéararov vépe, 747 rovro y’, 150 
oreipwv marp, 1039 éyw, 1135 dxékrew', Phoen. 84 widas, 459 prius r om., 
535 xdJAiugrov, 607 5A8e« kai yap, 610 (xara- om.) xrave, 635 OnBaiwv, 673 
évry«e, 1013 Oavarw, 1226 8avaoy r’. 

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, B 97 sup. (No. 119 in Aemidius Martini 
et Dominicus Bassi, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae 
[Mediolani, 1906] I pp. 128 f.; cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Mos- 
chopulus p. 159). Paper (bombycine), 14% cent., 250 X 165mm., 1+ 
227 foll, 20 lines. Former owners: Giovanni Aurispa, Gian Vincenzo 
Pinelli (cf. Frati, Dizionario bio-bibliografico pp. 38, 460). — Fol. 108° 
Vita; 108' arg. to Hec.; 109" Hecuba; 140" arg. to Orest.; 141r Orestes; 
183" arg. to Phoen.; 183*-226* Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on the 
three plays. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ámeAero, 76 ei8ov- ei8oy 
yàp, 94 dyAjos, 421 mevrükovr' dpoipor 57 réxvov, 582 0" om., 758 érapxeav, 
Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 116 araca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 228 Sépas (yp. néAy), 286 
érdpas épyov eis, 407 (èx om.) $avraoparev, Phoen. 84 widas, 459 prius rt 
om., 607 7AGes xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) rrav, 615 8€ ye jor. 

Milan, Ambros. G 43 sup. (No. 392 in Martini-Bassi, Catalogus I pp. 
467 f.; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 160). Paper, 14% 
cent., 22 X 14 cm., 300 foll, 16-17 lines. There is a later replacement fol. 
1-9: fol. 1" Tzetzes, prolegomena de variis poetarum generibus (= Tzetzes 
in Lycophronis Alezandra rec. Scheer II pp. 1.74.21) ; 3° Vita; 4° arg. 
to Hec.; 4"-9" Hecuba 1-239. Then follows the original part: fol. 10r-41' 
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Hecuba (240—end) ; 41" arg. to Orest.; 42° Orestes; 91" arg. to Phoen.; 
92'-143" Phoenissae. In the original part, there are Moschopulean scholia 
on the three plays. 

The replacement Zec. 1-239 has Moschopulean scholia, and its text is 
likewise Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ámeAero, 76 cidov- elĝov yàp. 

The main original part of the ms. is Moschopulean in text and scholia: 
cf. Hec. 318 ojuxpóv, 582 0' om., 757 SovAetoa, T58 éxdpxeav, Orest. 61 
ovepopas, 116 craca y’ èr’, 162 dp’ om., 286 érdpas Epyov és, Phoen. 84 svAas, 
459 prius r’ om., 610 (xara- om.) xravo, 635 OnBaiwy, 673 Gvvije. 

Milan, Ambros. I 36 inf. (No. 1048 in Martini-Bassi, Catalogus II p. 
1121). Paper, end of the 15'^ cent., 295 X 220 mm., 76 foll., 15 lines. The 
binding of the ms. is confused, the correct sequence of folios being: 1-20, 
57-66, 47—48, 51-56, 49-50, 21-30, 73-76, 31-46, 67-72. — Fol. 1" arg. to 
Phoen. ; 2' ff. Phoenissae ; 317 ff. Hecuba, (572-end). The text is Moscho- 
pulean: cf. Hec. 582 0' om., 757 8ovAevca, 758 erdpxeav, 923 8€ ror, 959 
ws dy áyvocía, Phoen. 84 míXAas, 459 prius r’ om., 607 $A0es xai yàp, 610 
(xara- om.) Krav, 615 8é ye por. 

Modena, Biblioteca Estense, a.U.9.19 (once III.C.20; No. 99 in V. Pun- 
toni, * Indice dei codici greci della Biblioteca Estense di Modena," Studs 
Italiani di filologia classica 4 [1896] pp. 448 f.; cf. Allen, Classical Review 
3 [1889] p. 16; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 161). Paper, 
14'^ cent., 217 X 145 mm., 283 foll. (the writing resembles that of the ms. 
Florence, Laur. Conventi Soppressi 71: cf. below, plate I). Former owners: 
Alberto Pio di Carpi and Cardinal Rodolfo Pio (cf. Giovanni Card. Mercati, 
Codici latini Pico Grimani Pio e i codici greci Pio dt Modena [Studi e 
Testi 75. Città del Vaticano, 1938] p. 219 under no. 144, p. 228 under 
no. 785i), — Fol. 178" Vita; 178Y arg. to Hec.; 1797-195" Hecuba 1-795; 
(206'-206" Hecuba 846-896, a later replacement of the 15'5 century;) 
207—212% Hecuba 897—1223; (213'-213% Hecuba 1224-1274, a later re- 
placement;) 196" Hecuba 1275-end ; 196" arg. to Orest. ; 196"—205" Orestes 
1-494; 2147-237" Orestes 495-end; 238' arg. to Phoen.; 238'-283' Phoe- 
nissae 1—1763 (lines 1764-1766 lost, the lower part of fol. 283' being 
damaged); 283” Phoentssae 1755-1766 by a later hand (according to 
Puntoni, written by Giorgio Valla). Moschopulean scholia on the three 
plays. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eiBoy: «Sov yàp, 318 ejuxpóv, 
082 0' om., 620 xadAdora evrexvwrare, 672 ámyyyéAg, 923 8é ror, 959 ws dy 
dyvwoia, 1175 rapdcowy (yp. dpdoowv), Orest. 61 ovpdopas, 169 otv vw, 228 
cuas, 286 émápas épyov és, Phoen. 84 síAas, 607 7A0es kai yàp, 610 (xara- 
om.) xravo, 635 OnBaiwv. 

The Hesiod, Pindar, Sophocles, and Theocritus portions of this ms. are 
likewise Moschopulean.!'? 


110 Cf. Schultz, Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 14; 
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Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 266 (cf. Ignatius Hardt, 
Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavari- 
cae [Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae ed. 
Io. Christoph. L. baro de Aretin. vol. I] tom. III [Monachii, 1806] pp. 
115 ff.). Paper, 15% cent., 205 X 133 mm., 179 foll., 15 lines. Once owned 
by one Gregorius (fol. 174") : + ro BiBAnov erovr(o) en rov yprywptov. — Fol. 
14Y Vita; 15° Hecuba; 57" arg. to Orest.; 58'-112r Orestes. Very few 
Moschopulean scholia on the two plays. The text is Moschopulean (although 
in some parts of Orestes there are departures from the standard Moscho- 
pulean text): cf. Hec. 76 elboy- eiSov yàp, 318 ajaxpóv, 421 wevryxovr’ apopor 
ô) réxvwv, 582 @ om., 620 xaddwor’ ebrexvorare, 923 S€ rou, 959 ws av dyvoocta, 
Orest. 228 S€éuas, 403 wérepov, 407 (èx om.) davracparwv, 447 xpos, 535 aùròr, 
592 cadeorarov vépe, 606 Svorvyécrarov, 1135 drékrev'. 

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 494 (cf. Hardt, Catalogus V 
[1812] pp. 148 ff.; once in Augsburg, tn armario priori inferiorts biblio- 
thecae pluteo quinto no. 45: cf. M. Antonius Reiser, Inder manuscriptorum 
Bibliothecae Augustanae [ Augsburg, 1675] p. 69; cf. Turyn, Manuscripts 
of Sophocles p. 26; Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 161). Paper, 
early 16 cent., 225 X 162 mm., 11 + 67 foll, 16 lines. Written by Paolo 
de Canale (cf. Aubrey Diller, Transactions of the American Philological 
Association 67 [1936] p. 235 note 6; Aubrey Diller, The Tradition of the 
Minor Greek Geographers [ American Philological Association. Philological 
Monographs, XIV. 1952] pp. 23 f.; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 190 note 
202; cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 377, on IlavAos 6 
AexavaAe’s; Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique I p. ccxvii). — Fol. 167-39 
Hecuba (1-807). The text of the Hecuba fragment is Moschopulean 
(although there are, especially at the beginning, some departures from the 
Moschopulean recension) : cf. Hec. 274 wapnidos, 318 ojuxpóv, 346 on, 684 
alt. réxvoy om., 757 SovAevoa, 758 érdpxeav. This ms. was in the past referred 
to as Aug.(ustanus) a. (cf. Godofredus Hermann, Euripidis tragoediae I 1: 
Hecuba [Lipsiae, 1831] p. 1x). The Sophocles fragment in this ms. is 
likewise Moschopulean (cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus 
p. 161). | 

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 500 (cf. Hardt, Catalogus 
V pp. 204-207; once Augsburg inferioris bibliothecae armario primo no. 
48 in Reiser, Indez p. 83; cf. Turyn, Sophocles Recension p. 103; Studies 
in Sophocles p. 41). Paper, 15/16'^ cent., 215 X 145 mm., 11 + 183 + vi 
foll., 30 lines. Written by Adolphus Probus Phrisius (cf. Turyn, Sophocles 


Mommsen, Pindari carmina (1864) p. xxviii: Irigoin, Histoire du terte de Pindare 
p. 438; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 161; Wendel, Überlieferung 
und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 186; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur 
Bucolici Graeci p. 274. 
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Recension of Moschopulus p. 103; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber 
pp. 8 f.). — Fol. 98r Vita; 99"-100r arg. to Hec.; 100" and two unnumbered 
folios are blank; 101'-122* Hecuba; one unnumbered blank folio; 123° arg. 
to Orest.; 124° Orestes; 153° arg. to Phoen.; 1541-183" Phoenissae. The 
text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 dwwAero, 76 eldov: elov yap, 94 áyu jos, 
923 8é ror, 959 ws dy ayywota, 1175 rapdocov, Orest. 116 oraoa y' èr’, 228 
6épas, 286 èr’ dpas épyov és, 1135 &réxray', 1684 mòs, Phoen. 84 «vAas, 171 
ris móĝev (xvpei om.), 610 (xara- om.) xrave, 635 OnBaiev, 673 £vvsxe, 724 
"pocBáAou av. This ms. was quoted in the past as Aug.(ustanus) b. (cf. 
Hermann, Euripidis tragoediae I 1 p. 1X). The Sophoclean part of this 
ms. is Thoman (cf. Turyn, loc. cit.). 

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 501 (cf. Hardt, Catalogus 
V pp. 207 ff. ; once Augsburg inferioris bibliothecae armario primo no. 68 
in Reiser, Inder pp. 90 f.). Paper, 15'^ cent., 215 X 145 mm., 10 + 91 foll. 
The ms. was owned and occasionally annotated by Constantinus Patricius 
of Chios, according to a note on fol. 36%: éyà xwvoravtivos ô xios, épeAérgoa 
èv púp a,ġr pevpovap(iov)> 8+ (= February 12, 1580). Also on the verso 
of the front cover, there is a piece of paper pasted on with an ownership 
entry referring to the same man, with the date 1576 (and 1578 corrected 
from 1576). On Constantinus Patricius, cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 250; Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit- 
Scholten p. 187. The first ten folios are a later addition to the ms. In that 
addition, there are on fol. 37-6" some worthless notes on Hecuba (written 
in the late 15 century) ; 77-97 blank; 9"—10* arg. to Hec. (written in the 
16 century). In the main codex, the folios 17-76" belong to the original 
manuscript; folios 777—89* were added by a hand of the late 15'^ century. 
Fol. 171-36" Hecuba; 38'-v arg. to Orest.; 39-40 blank; 41'-76* Orestes 
(1-1369). After this original part, this is the later replacement: fol. 
7788" Orestes (1370—end), and 89" metrical notes. The original part has 
Moschopulean scholia written by the same original hand. The replacement 
is likewise accompanied by Moschopulean scholia. The text of the original 
part is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ámoXero, 76 «l8oy* elSov yap, 94 åxıdAğos, 
582 F om. m.pr., 923 8é ro, 1175 rapdoowy m.pr., Orest. 116 oràca y' én’, 
228 8éuas (yp. pl €An]), 286 érdpas Epyov és, 326 éar', 535 avrov. Also the 
later replacement of a part of Orestes stems from a Moschopulean text: 
cf. Orest. 1399 xar’ aiSov, 1602 8) om. In the past, this ms. was quoted as 
Aug.(ustanus) c. (cf. Hermann, Euripidis tragoediae I 1 pp. 1x f.). 

Y — Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale Vittorio Emanuele III, ms. II.F.9 
(No. 165 in Cyrillus, Codices graeci mss. Regiae Bibliothecae Borbonicae 
II p. 146). Cf. above, pp. 54 ff. This is a valuable carrier of Planudean 
scholia. The text of the triad in this ms. is Moschopulean, and the ground 
stock of its scholia on the triad is likewise Moschopulean. For the Mos- 
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chopulean character of the text of Y, I am quoting below ample evidence 
in a larger extent than usually, in view of the importance of this ms. The 
demonstration of the Moschopulean text character of Y corroborates the 
assumption that there was not any particular Planudean recension of the 
poetic text of the Euripidean triad. The same situation has been pointed 
out above (cf. p. 128) with regard to another carrier of Planudean scholia, 
the ms. Yf — Florence, Laur. Conv. Soppr. 98. 

This is the evidence for the Moschopulean text character of Y (I do not 
attempt to give a complete list of Moschopulean readings in Y, this is only 
a large selection): cf. Hec. 21 dwwAcro, 56 SovAaov, 76 elSov- cidov yàp, 94 
dyu gos, 265 poc ódyuara, 274 wapnidos, 318 ajuxpóv, 368 atdn, 421 srevrzxovr' 
apopo by rTéxvov, 582 F om., 620 xd)Jucara ebrexvorare, 672 aryyyéAn, 684 alt. 
rexvoy OM., 757 SovAevoa, 758 éxdpkeay, 866 m0A«os, 879 ovvéorar, 907 xarvrrea, 
923 8€ ror, 959 ws dy dyvwoia, 972 rpooBAerew o°, 1175 ápaccov (yp. rapácawv), 
1183 alt. py8%, 1209 wréduwv, 1217 $avj, 1266 8 om., Orest. 61 ovudopds, 69 
dxovpecO’, 162 ap’ om., 169 oov vw, 228 cuas, 286 érápas épyov és, 326 car’, 
327 kaxoy poóxÜov, 373 dAvrimov, 424 eirov rakas, 447 xpos, 535 avrov, 592 
gadecrarov vépe, 606 Svaorrvyécrarov, 609 dvayes, 790 aù Aéyes (yp. áyyeAcis), 
798 pnrepos, 922 dvexiAnrrov, 963 éAaxe (a 0m.), 983 pecov kai x0ovós, 985 
watpi yépovrt, 1024 o’ om., 1115 alt. SovAwy, 1125 rotow čfopev, 1135 awéxrew’, 
1180 y’ om., 1216 wy om., 1254 po om., 1399 xar’ aidov, 1507 sxpoowrecuy, 
1602 & om., 1622 oixovy, 1684 (quos, Phoen. 47 xpéwv, 84 wvAas m.pr., 171 
ris xoÜe«y m.pr., 277 Sopous, 416 parevwv, 459 prius r’ om., 535 xdáAXacrov, 
554 roroi (ye om.), 560 cwoa sow, 591 oxmprrpa, 607 7AÓes xai yàp, 608 
y' 9, 610 (xara- om.) xrave, 615 8€ ye por, 619 modà’ adAla, 635 OnBatov, 
673 £vvyxe, 724 xpooBadrow’ áv, 761 e où ri, 1013 Üavdre, 1022 sroAvarovos 
moAvpoyx$os, 1046 dopevos, 1063 xare(pyaca,, 1215 oix, 1223 èr’, 1226 ŝavawv 
Tr, 1235 óc[os], 1256 évavriov, 1265 ovSe, 1496 xpabeis, 1506 (Cvverós. peéAcos 
m.pr., 1537/8 Svoravov Seuy(os, 1582 vbmr2péev, 1593 ooi, 1603 abrAlav, 1648 
éxreAeiv. Occasionally, the ms. departs from the Moschopulean text, e.g., 
Orest. 116 orao’ èr’ (against oraca y' èr’ of Moschopulus). But such incon- 
sistencies are rather rare. 

Yn = Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.37 (cf. above, p. 60). This ms. 
has a poetic text that is perhaps basically old, but it is heavily interpolated 
with Moschopulean and Thoman readings. I list Yn here because of its 
scholia, for the ms. Yn carries Moschopulean and Planudean scholia which 
agree with those of Yf (Florence, Laur. Conv. Soppr. 98). The ms. has 
some value as a carrier of Planudean scholia. 

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.39 (No. 196 in Cyrillus II p. 185). 
Paper, 15t cent., 209 X 144 mm., 105 foll. Partly written by MavovjA 6 
Tavpas (fol. 46", end of Hecuba) : + reAu 0v bia yerpos pavownA Tov yavpà : — 
(cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 276; cf. above p. 125 note 
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168). — Fol. 17 Vita; 1" arg. to Hec.; 27-46" Hecuba; 46bis' arg. to Orest. ; 
47'-105' Orestes. Moschopulean and Thoman scholia on Hecuba. Some 
Latin notes. The ms. is inconsistently interpolated. Perhaps the text was 
basically Moschopulean, but it occasionally drew several Thoman and Tri- 
clinian interpolations. For the Moschopulean text character of the ms., cf.: 
Hec. 318 opxpov, 582 6 om., 923 8€ row Orest. 228 Séuas, 326 éar' m.pr., 447 
„pòs. For other interpolations, cf., e.g.: Hec. 69 obrosi (cf. obrocí Tricl.), 
74 pidns elüoy (= Tricl.), 1184 uéu$s (Thomas, Tricl.), 1194 dmoAovr' ovris 
(Tricl.), Orest. 47 prius pyre (Thomas). 

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale II.F.40 (No. 197 in Cyrillus II pp. 185 f.). 
Paper, 15tb cent., 212 X 145 mm., 116 foll. Written by one Ioannes (fol. 
110v) : 4 x(pior)e Borba por ra ow oviw iwavvyn. — Fol. 1'-2Y Hecuba 361- 
411, a replacement by another hand. This is the original manuscript: 
fol. 3'-32r Hecuba (411-end) ; 32Y arg. to Orest. ; 347-88" Orestes ; 897-116" 
Phoentssae (38-225, 604—1207). A mixture of old and Byzantine scholia 
and some peculiar notes. But the poetic text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
582 P om., 672 ámyyyéAg, 757 BovAevsa, "758 èrdpreav, 959 as dv ayvwota, 
Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 162 dp’ om., 169 ov viv, 407 (éx om.) $avracpárov, 150 
ameipwv marp, 798 uwrépos, 983 uéaov xai x0oyós, Phoen. 610 (xara- om.) 
«rayo, 673 £vvgx«e. There are occasionally some Thoman interpolations: 
cf. Orest. 286 émápas eis &pyov, 482 marpós 38 éarw. 

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.42 (No. 199 in Cyrillus II p. 188). 
Paper, 14 and 15tb cent., 290 X 218 mm., 100 foll. The original earlier 
part of the volume comprises fol. 44-99, written in the 14'^ century. 
Folios 1—43 and 100 are a later replacement of the 15t® century. But 
even within the original part there are some later replacements of folios 
lost. The writing of the original part resembles that of the ms. Oxford 
Auct.F.3.25 (= X).— This is the later section: fol. 1" Hecuba (1-360, 
405—end) ; 28" arg. to Orest.; 29°43 Orestes (1-651). Then follows the 
original section: fol. 44" Orestes (700—end) ; 64-99% Phoenissae (1-1741). 
At the end, a later folio is added: fol. 100" Phoenissae 1741-1760; 100" 
arg. to Sophocles, Ataz. Scholia on Hecuba and Orestes are a mixture of 
old and Byzantine (even Planudean) scholia; some rare comments are 
included. From fol. 55° on, which begins with Orest. 1421, the scholia are 
Moschopulean. Some notes in Latin. The text of the volume in the later 
replacement, Hecuba and Orestes 1-651, and even beyond that point in the 
beginning of the original part of Orestes, is Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 orny, 
121 & ô, 850 éywye xai, 899 Sodvai cor, 963 Opyxwy, 1184 pén, Orest. 286 
érdpas eis épyov, 415 uiy om., 747 rdde yàp. There are in that section some 
departures from Thomas in favor of Moschopulus. — From Orestes 1241 on 
(from fol. 557 on), the text of the earlier part is Moschopulean: cf. Orest. 
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1399 xar’ át8ov, 1507 mpoorecwv, 1602 & om., 1684 (ovós, Phoen. 47 xpéov, 
84 wvAas, 607 3A8es xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) krava, 615 &é ye por. 

X = Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.F.3.25. Cf. above, p. 42. This ms. 
was used by me as a representative of the Moschopulean recension. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.F.4.1 (Misc. gr. 100 in Coxe, Catalogus 
I col. 678; No. 2175 in Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 242). Paper, 15% 
cent., 22 X 14 em., 183 foll, 12 lines. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1" arg. to Hec.; 2° 
Hecuba; 52* arg. to Orest. ; 583" Orestes; 118" arg. to Phoen.; 118"—183* 
Phoenissae (1-1756). Moschopulean scholia on the three plays. The text 
is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 «Boy: eiBoy yàp, 318 ejuxpóv, 421 mevrykovr' 
dpowpor 875 réxvwv, 582 & om., 620 xddAdora ebrexvorare, 907 xaAvsre, 923 8€ 
rot, Orest. 61 ovpdopas, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv yw, 228 déuas, 286 émapas épyov 
és, 373 dAvrimrov, 378 eérAawov, Phoen. 84 widas, 459 prius r om., 569 
3uetyaro, 607 Abes xai yap, 610 (xara- om.) xravo. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 34 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus I col. 53; No. 
34 in Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 4). Paper, 15'^ and 16 cent., 200 X 144 
mm., 166 + v foll. Written by several hands. The Euripidean portion, fol. 
1447-1667, was written in the 16'^ century, 10 lines to page. — Fol. 1447 
arg. to Phoen. ; 1457-1667 Phoenissae (1-457). The text is Moschopulean: 
ef. Phoen. 47 xpéwv, 84 aiAas, 88 OaAAos, 277 Bópovs, 303 roði Baoww. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 66 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus I cols. 100 f. ; 
No. 66 in Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 5; cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles 
p. 97). Paper, 16 cent., 207 X 147 mm., 313 foll., 10 lines. — Fol. 165° 
arg. to Phoen. ; 166"—250Y Phoensssae. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Phoen. 
84 rúas, 303 roði Baow, 313 rópa, 416 parevwv, 459 prius r om., 591 
axirTpa, 607 7AGes kai yap, 615 8€ ye por, 635 0nBatov. 

Xa = Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 120. Cf. above, p. 98. The 
ms. was used by me as a representative of the Moschopulean recension. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Canonici Greek 86 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus ITI 
[1854] cols. 83 f.; No. 18539 in Summary Catalogue IV [1897] p. 316; 
cf. Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 28; Studies in Sophocles p. 93). 
Paper, ca. 1500 A.D., 284 X 185 mm., 214 foll. 13 lines. Former owners: 
Lucas Bonfioli (cf. Martini-Bassi, Catalogus codd. graec. Bibl. Ambros. I 
pp. xvii f. ; Allen, Homeri Ilias I p. 25) ; Jacobus Cornelius. Cf. fol. 214r: 
Tov Aovxa rov Bwopdirlov kai rov didwy: roy aovbatov. kai ravra rov Kip (haec 
vox 8.].) "Iakefov roù kopveA(ov. — Fol. 4" Vita; 4Y arg. to Hec.; 5" Hecuba; 
53" arg. to Orest. ; 54Y—117Y Orestes. Moschopulean scholia on both plays. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 opixpov, 421 sevrykovr' üápowo 97 
Tékvoy, 582 @ om., 620 kdààiora ebrekvorare, 907 Kadvarea, 923 8é roe, Orest. 
116 araca y’ én’, 373 artrimwv, 378 éCeAeurov, 403 worepov, 447 mpòs, 535 abróv, 
798 pnrépos. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, D’Orville 72 (once Auct.X.1.3.13; No. 16950 
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in Summary Catalogue IV pp. 55f.; cf. (Thomas Gaisford,) Catalogus 
codicum manuscriptorum et impressorum cum notis mss. qui ez bibliotheca 
Jacobi Ph. D'Orville Amstelodamensis ad Bodleianam apud Ozronienses 
anno MDCCCIV. delati sunt [Oxonii, 1806] p. 16; Schultz, Die hand- 
schriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 18; Turyn, Sophocles 
Recension of Moschopulus p. 163). Paper, 1450/1 a.p., 22 X 14 cm., 11 + 338 
foll., 13-14 lines. According to a cryptographic subscription on fol. 309v, 
written by Anpyrpios 6 ZavowovAos (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 104). The date is added there in plain: + érovs „goù 2,99 vov 
iv(Surwiv) os ve’: — This is 6959 A.M. = 1450/1 A.D., which is the 14'^ in- 
diction (not the 15'®, as subscribed). — Fol. 94° index personarum to Hec.; 
94” Hecuba; 138" arg. to Orest. ; 1397-199Y Orestes. Scholia on both plays, 
being a mixture of Byzantine scholia (in Hecuba, there are quite many 
Moschopulean scholia) and peculiar comments. 'The text of Hecuba is 
Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eióoy- eióov yàp, 582 0' om., 757 8ovAevca,, 758 
érápkeuav, 907 xaAvrre (ex -9). But the text of Orestes is Thoman: cf. Orest. 
35 ovde, 42 x(A add. p.c.)aviduy 8, 47 prius pyre, 286 érapas eis épyov, 289 
Kreivae w éxp7v, 415 pèv om., 482 marpòs 08’ éoriv, 509 (ayr- om.) azroxrevei, 
920 «oA. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, D’Orville 73 (once Auct.X.1.3.14; No. 16951 
in Summary Catalogue IV p. 56; cf. (Gaisford,» Catalogus p. 16; Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles p. 92). Paper, 15‘ cent., 199 X 144 mm., xvii blank 
pages + 490 pages. — Pages 1-84 Hecuba (16-119, 406—end); pp. 85-88 
blank; p. 89 arg. to Orest.; pp. 93-228 Orestes (1-1382, 1568-end). 
Byzantine scholia on both plays. Scholia on Hecuba are mainly Moscho- 
pulean; scholia on Orestes seem to be drawn from the scholia set of the 
dyad 8 (cf. below, pp. 206 ff.). The poetic text of Hecuba 1-1263 (through 
page 81) is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 582 @ om., 684 alt. réxvoy om., 757 
SovrAevoa, 158 erdpxeav, 907 kaAvmre, 923 8€ ro. The text of Hecuba 1264- 
end and Orestes belongs to the dyad 8 (cf. below, p. 214). 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Laud Greek 54 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus I cols. 
536 ff.; No. 731 in Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 32; Turyn, Manuscripts 
of Sophocles p. 28; Sophocles Recenston of Moschopulus pp. 163 f.). Paper, 
14'^ cent., 280 X 195 mm., 302 foll, 23-24 lines. Once owned by Niccolò 
Pasqualigo (probably of Venice), A.D. 1606 (cf. fol. 1077).— Fol. 1r-6v 
Hecuba (1-284); 77-38" Orestes (165-end) ; 39r arg. to Phoen.; 397—777 
Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on these texts. The text of this ms., 
which suffered some losses, is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 elBov: clov yàp, 
265 mpooddypara, 274 mapyidos, Orest. 228 Séuas, 286 éxdpas čpyov és, 373 
ddirvrwy, 378 é£éAeurov, 424 eirav kakos, 447 mpós, 535 abróv, Phoen. 84 widas, 
277 Sopovs, 416 parevwv, 459 prius r’ om., 569 jpeiparo. 
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This ms. (except for gaps in Euripides due to material losses) represents 
a complete Moschopulean sylloge (cf. above, p. 43) of poetic texts in the 
Moschopulean recension, with Moschopulean scholia, viz.: Euripides, Hecuba, 
Orestes, Phoentssae; Sophocles, Aiar, Electra, Oedipus Tyrannus; Hesiod, 
O. D. ; Theocritus I-VIII; Pindar, Olympia; Homer, Iliad A, B 1—493.!'! 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2648 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventatre sommaire III p. 18). Paper, 15t cent., 218 X 145 mm., 229 foll., 
12 lines. On fol. 17, a short note by uarfaios AeB(dpys) re Seowdry (obviously 
addressed to Cardinal Niccoló Ridolfi). On the same folio, there is an old 
number of the Ridolfi collection: N°. 40. quarte decime (presumably written 
by Nicolaus Sophianus: cf. above, p. 88). This ms. is listed in the list 
of Ridolfi mss. published by Bernard de Montfaucon, Bibliotheca biblio- 
thecarum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770 under Libri Graeci in Grammatica 
No. 41 (this is an error instead of No. 40; the Ridolfi catalogue in the 
Paris 3074, from which Montfaucon printed his list, made on fol. 21v/22' 
a different mistake by listing this ms. under No. 42; the correct figure 
No. 40 is indicated in the Vatic. gr. 1567 fol. 23" — on this copy of the 
Ridolfi catalogue, cf. Giovanni Mercati, Opere minori III pp. 126 f.). — 
Fol. 161'-213' Hecuba. Moschopulean scholia; also some late Byzantine 
comments. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ámoAero, 76 cidov- «idov 
yàp, 318 ejuxpóv, 421 sevrykovr' dpoipor 87) Téxvov, 757 SovrAcioa, 758 èrdpreav. 
Some readings from this ms. were recorded by Godofredus Faehse, Sylloge 
lectionum graecarum glossarum scholiorum tn tragicos graecos atque Pla- 
tonem (Lipsiae, 1813) pp. 277-288. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2794 (cf. Omont III p. 41; Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles pp. 163 f.; Faehse, Sylloge lectionum graecarum pp. 
xx f.). Paper, 14!^ cent., 212 X 132 mm., 138 foll, 17 lines. There is a 
note in the margin of fol. 897, possibly by the scribe of the ms.: 6 draAwrys 
yewpyos (the name is not listed in Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber). 
There are three Paris mss. written by the same scribe: Ancien fonds grec 
2785 (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 61; Irigoin, Scriptorium 4 [1950] p. 195), 
containing Aeschylus Prom. Sept. Pers., the present ms. 2794 containing 
Sophocles At. El. OT. and a fragment of Eurip. Orestes, and the ms. 2800 
(see below) containing Euripides Hec. Or. Phoen. without the Orestes 
portion that is included in the Paris 2794. Obviously, there was originally 
a large volume written by the same scribe and containing the tragic triads 
of the three poets — with scholia, 17 lines to a page — then separated (with 


171 Cf, Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 163; Schultz, Die hand- 
schriftliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 18; Wendel, Uberlieferung und 
Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien pp. 188f.; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur 
Bucolici Graeci pp. 274, 320; Mommsen, Pindari carmina (1864) p. xxvi; Irigoin, 
Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 286; Allen, Homeri Ilias I (1931) p. 30. 
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some confusion in the distribution of the Euripidean material) into the 
present 3 volumes: Paris 2785, 2794, 2800. — The ms. Paris 2794 contains 
on fol. 1267-138 Orestes 503—947 with Moschopulean scholia. The binding 
is confused in the Euripidean portion; the correct sequence of the folios is: 
fol. 137—138, 126—129, 131, 130, 132—136. I shall present the evidence for 
the Moschopulean character of the Euripides text in the mss. Paris 2794 
+ 2800 below (under Paris 2800), jointly for the entirety of the Euripides 
text of the original volume. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2795 (cf. Omont III p. 42; Turyn, 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 104; Studies tn Sophocles p. 41; 
Irigoin, Revue des études grecques 64 [1951] p. 384). Paper, 14% cent., 
208 X 130 mm., 255 foll. Former owners: Antonello Petrucci of Naples; 
Royal Aragonese Library in Naples (cf. G. Mazzatinti, La biblioteca dei 
Re d’Aragona in Napoli [Rocca S. Casciano, 1897] pp. xrvim ff., 126 f.; 
H. Omont, Bibliothéque de l'École des Chartes 70 [1909] p. 468 under 
No. 247; on that library in general, now cf. Tammaro De Marinis, La 
biblioteca napoletana dei Re d'Aragona I-IV [Milano, 1947-1952]; for 
Petrucci, also cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 491). — Fol. 
123" Vita; 123" arg. to Hec.; 124" Hecuba; 160" arg. to Orest.; 161' 
Orestes ; 206" arg. to Phoen. ; 206—254" Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 «l8oy: eiSov yàp, 318 opixpov, 421 
seyrijkovyr' auotpot 07 réxvwv, 582 6 om., 757 SovAevaa, 758 érdpxeav, 923 8€ ror, 
Orest. 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv vw, 228 8cuas, 326 ear’, 407 (èx om.) $avraauárov, 
447 «pos, 1180 y’ om., 1399 xar’ didov, Phoen. 84 miAas, 459 prius r om., 
615 é ye por, 673 Cvvijxe. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2800 (cf. Omont III p. 42; cf. above, 
p. 140, under Paris 2794). Paper, 14t? cent. for the original part (and 15t! 
cent. for a later replacement), 211 X 137 mm., 134 foll, 17 lines in the 
original part. — Folios 1-16 are a later replacement of the 15'^ century: 
fol. 1" Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec. ; 37-16" Hecuba 1-305 (without scholia). Then 
follows the original part: fol. 17° Hecuba (306-end) ; 45" arg. to Orest.; 
46-59% Orestes (1-17, 52-502) ; 607-81Y Orestes (948—end) ; 81” arg. to 
Phoen. ; 82"—134" Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on the original part of the 
manuscript. The missing part Orestes 503—947 with Moschopulean scholia is 
to be found in the ms. Paris 2794 fol. 1267-138" (see above). The original 
Euripidean text of Paris 2800 + 2794 is Moschopulean: cf. (in the combined 
two mss.) Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 421 srevrzkovr' dpoipor 95 réxvwv, 582 0' om., 620 
xdAduora evrekvorare, 672 dmmyyéAg, 757 SovAcioat, 758 érdpkeuav, 923 8€ ror, 959 
ùs dy &yvocta, 1175 rapdacwv (yp. ápáccwv) , Orest. 116 oraca y' èr’, 162 áp' om., 
169 ovv vw, 228 8éuas, 286 érápas Epyov és, 373 áňırórwv, 378 éféAeurov, 447 
apos, 535 avróv, 592 cadécrarov, 798 uxrépos, 983 uécov xai xÜovós, 985 carpi 
yépovrt, 1039 éyo, 1180 y’ om., 1216 wy om., 1254 por om., 1399 xar’ át8ov, 
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1507 xpocreowy, 1602 & om., 1684 mòs, Phoen. 84 wiAas, 459 prius r’ om., 
535 xadAorov, 569 qpetaro, 591 oxymrpa, 607 Aes xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) 
kravo, 615 8€ ye uou 635 OnBaiwv, 673 Évvgke, 724 mpooBáAou! av, 761 & av ri, 
1013 0aváro, 1046 doperos. 

The later replacement of the beginning of Hecuba is Triclinian influenced. 
The Vita and the arg. to Hec. are Triclinian. In the text, cf. Hec. 69 obroot, 
74 didrns eidov. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2801 (cf. Omont III p. 42). Paper, 
15% cent., 20 X 14 em., 152 foll, 18 lines. — Fol. 1" some scholia on the 
beginning of Hecuba, by a different hand; 1Y arg. to Hec.; 2" Hecuba; 37* 
arg. to Orest.; 38' Orestes; 84° arg. to Phoen.; 85'-132" Phoenissae. Mos- 
chopulean scholia on the three plays. The poetic text of Hecuba is per- 
haps old, but heavily interpolated. But the text of Orestes and Phoenissae 
is Moschopulean: cf. Orest. 61 avu$opds, 116 craca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 228 
Séuas, 403 «órepov, 407 (éx om.) $avracudrov, 424 eimov kakos, 535 abróv, 
1135 dméxrew', Phoen. 84 svAas, 459 prius r’ om., 607 7AGes xai yàp, 610 (xara- 
om.) xravw, 615 S€ ye por. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2802 (cf. Omont III p. 42; Wendel, 
Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 191; Gallavotti, 
Theocritus p. 269). Paper, 14th and 15 cent. (the Euripides part is of 
the 15 century), 20 X 14 cm., 164 foll. According to a note on fol. 1’, 
once owned by Io. Franciscus Asulanus (cf. below, p. 215). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 
34° Orestes; 7?7*—1147 Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia on the three plays. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 cidSov eiSov yàp, 318 opixpoy, 421 
sevrikovr' apoipot dy Tékvov, 582 0' om., 701 Sovdrctoat, 758 émrápkeay, 959 ws ay 
dyvwaia, Orest. 61 ovpdhopas, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv vw, 228 8éuas, 592 sapé- 
orarov vépe, 750 oreipwy xrarnp, Phoen. 84 modas, 607 nAGes xai yap, 610 (xara- 
om.) xrava, 615 S€ ye por, 635 OnBaiwy, 673 Eye. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2803 (cf. Omont III p. 43). Paper, 
15% cent, 212 X 140 mm., 222 foll, 11 lines. Former owners: Cardinal 
Agostino Trivulzio (11548), according to a note on a preliminary leaf 
facing fol. 1" (cf. Didot, Nouvelle Biographie Générale vol. 45 cols. 649 f.) ; 
Niecoló Ridolfi, to judge from a note of contents and a call number on a 
preliminary folio by Matthaeus Devaris and Nicolaus Sophianus (cf. above, 
p. 88). The call number marked is N° IX duodecime. This ms. is recorded 
in the list of Ridolfi mss. published by Montfaucon, Bibliotheca bibliothe- 
carum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770 under Libri Graec Poetics No. 9. — 
Fol. 17 Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec.; 3' Hecuba; 60Y arg. to Orest.; 62* Orestes; 
137” arg. to Phoen.; 1397-220* Phoentssae. Occasionally, very few scholia 
appear, mostly Moschopulean. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 elor" 
elóoy yàp, 421 srevrykovr' dporpor 81) Tékvov, 582 0' om., 620 xdJJuara eirexvorare, 
923 8é ror, 1175 rapdocwv, Orest. 116 oraca y’ èr’, 162 ap’ om., 169 obv viv, 
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228 S€uas, 286 émdpas épyov és, 798 pnrépos, 983 uécov kai xÜovós, 985 marpi 
yeépovru Phoen. 673 £vvgxe, 724 mpocBadrow’ dv, 748 (éA0Gv. om.) érrdmvpyov 
és TóÀw podwy, 761 el où ri, 842 dares 680s, 1046 dopevos, 1063 xare(pyacat, 
1496 xpafeis, 1593 goi. There are in the text, especially in Phoenissae, many 
departures from the Moschopulean recension. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2804 (cf. Omont III p. 43). Parch- 
ment, 15'^ cent., 209 X 144 mm., 113 folios (numbered 8-120). Partly (fol. 
877-119") written — to judge from the handwriting — by Ioannes Rhosus 
(ef. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 192). Then, fol. 119—120 
are written by Guillaume Budé, according to the note in the margin of fol. 
119v: manus Gul. Budae. 'The volume was once owned by G. Budé (cf. 
Omont, Inventaire sommaire I pp. x1f., xxxvi; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber pp. 443 f.; this ms. is not listed in H. Omont, ** Notice 
sur les collections de manuscrits de Jean et Guillaume Budé," Bulletin de 
la Société de l'histoire de Paris et de l'IHe-de-France 12 [1885] pp. 100 ff.). 
The main manuscript was written by two scribes. 'The first 7 folios that 
contained Hec. 1-164 are lost; the ms. now begins with folio 8. The portion 
of the first scribe extends now fol. 8'-86" (12 lines to a page); the portion 
written by Ioannes Rhosus extends fol. 877-1197 (13 lines to a page). These 
are the present contents of the volume. First scribe: fol. 8'-52r Hecuba 
(165-end); 52% arg. to Orest.; 54'-86* Orestes (1-812). The portion 
written by Rhosus contains on fol. 877-1197 Orestes (813-end). Finally, 
on fol. 119Y-120", there are excerpts from Orestes and Hecuba written by 
Guillaume Budé, who also added occasional notes throughout the main body 
of the volume. There are scholia only in the first section: Moschopulean 
scholia on Hec. 167 — Orest. 162 (on fol. 8'-60"), and Thoman scholia on 
Orest. 176-812 (on fol. 61-86"). It is noteworthy that to the scholium on 
Hec. 167 the rare Planudean scholium is appended which we have encoun- 
tered in the ms. Yf = Laur. Conv. Soppr. 98 (cf. above, p. 57) : it reappears 
in the ms. Paris 2804 fol. 8" kai audorepa puxpa ypdde 6 Kip démos. Occa- 
sionally, there are also some old scholia (e.g., on Hec. 167: cf. p. 28.2-3 
Schwartz). The poetic text of the first scribe is Moschopulean in Hecuba 
165 — Orestes 227 (fol. 87-62"), and Triclinian in Orestes 228—812 (fol. 
637-86"). The Thoman scholia indicated above appear in the Thoman 
version (not in the Triclinian modified redaction). Ioannes Rhosus’ text, 
Orestes 813-end, is Moschopulean, although not too strictly consistent. This 
is the text evidence for the three sections indicated: 


Hecuba 165 — Orestes 227 is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 opixpov, 421 
veyrikovr' dpouoc 87) réxvwv, 757 9ovAevaat, 758 érápkeay, 923 8€ rou 959 ws dv 
dyvocta, 1266 & om., Orest. 61 ovpdopas, 116 araca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 212 re. 

Orestes 228-812 is Triclinian: cf. Orest. 268 èv gois Sepvios, 331 pvyoi 
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(yds om.), 357 Sdpov, 515 (Avr- om.) dxoxretvew, 586 ro 'keivgs yàp, 782 Kai 
piv Tò xpayp’ (y' om.), 798 ris pyrpos. 

Orestes 813—end is basically Moschopulean: cf. Orest. 1115 alt. 8ovAwy a.c. 
(SovAoy p.c.), 1125 roiow čfopev, 1135 dxékrew', 1180 y’ om., 1254 por om., 
1399 xar’ aidov. 


Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2805 (cf. Omont III p. 43; Turyn, 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 165; Studies in Sophocles p. 65). 
Paper, 15'^ cent., 207 X 140 mm., 289 foll., 16 lines. Some lost folios were 
replaced in this ms., both in the Euripidean and in the Sophoclean portions, 
by Ioannes Rhosus (on him, cf. above, p. 143). There is some confusion in 
the binding of the volume. The handwriting of the original manuscript is 
that of the scribe of the Aeschylus mss. Vatic. Reginensis graec. 155 and 
Leipzig, Stadtbibliothek, Rep.I.4.43 fol. 9—116 (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 
30). —Folios 1" Vita, 1° arg. to Hec., 2** Hecuba 1-31 (with Moschopulean 
scholia) are replacements by Ioannes Rhosus. This is the original Euripi- 
dean part of the ms.: fol. 37-42» Hecuba (32—end) ; 42" arg. to Orest. ; 43" 
Orestes; 95" arg. to Phoen.; 967-145" and 1537-156" Phoentssae 1-1763. 
On fol. 1577, Phoen. 1764—1766 is supplemented by Rhosus. Moschopulean 
scholia on the three plays in the original ms. The text of the original 
Euripides ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eiSov. eiboy yàp, 318 ejuxpov, 
421 wevryxovr’ dpoipoc 87 Téxkvov, 582 6 om., 620 xd)Jusra ebvrexvorare, 923 
Bé rox, Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 116 oràca y' én’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv wv, 228 Bépas, 
Phoen. 84 widas, 569 rpeiparo, 607 7A0esc xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xrave. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2807 (cf. Omont III p. 43). Paper, 
15*5 cent., 210 X 143 mm., 193 foll. Former owner: Lorenzo Lippi of Colle 
(fl. 1478), according to the entry on fol. 1937: Iste liber est Laurentii lippi 
collensts et amicorum rovro tò fgAv [..] ear rov Aavpevriov koAAevatov 
xai röv didwy avrov (cf. Girolamo Tiraboschi, Storia della letteratura italiana? 
VI 2 [Modena, 1790] p. 834, VI 3 [1791] p. 1116). Another owner was 
(according to the entry on the verso of the front cover) Germanus Brixius 
(Germain Brice t 1538: cf. Michaud, Biographie Universelle V p. 511; 
Didot, Nouvelle Biographie Universelle VII cols. 372 f.; Gerstinger, Jo- 
hannes Sambucus als Handschriftensammler p. 312). — Fol. 17 Vita; 1" arg. 
to Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 43Y arg. to Orest.; 44'-99" Orestes. Extremely few 
sporadic scholia, Moschopulean. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 
opixpov, 421 mevrrkovr' dporpor 85 réxyov, 582 0' om., 620 kdJXuara eù rexvwrare, 
923 8é ror, 1175 rapácawv (yp. dpacowv), Orest. 61 cvudopas, 116 araca y' èr’, 
286 rapas €pyov és, 779 noAóvra, 782 papa y’, 798 pyrépos, 983 pécov xai 
xÜovós, 985 wartpi yépovri, 1039 éyo. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2808 (cf. Omont ITI p. 43). Paper, 
15% cent., 205 X 140 mm., 124 foll, 12 lines. Omont states that the ms. 
was copied by Demetrius Chalcondyles, 1424—1511 (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, 
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Die griech. Schreiber p. 107 ; Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique I pp. xciv ff. ; 
E. Lobel, The Greek Manuscripts of Aristotle’s Poetics [Supplement to the 
Bibliographical Society’s Transactions. No. 9. Oxford, 1933] pp. 4, 14 f., 
53; Giuseppe Cammelli, Demetrio Calcondila [I dotti bizantini e le origini 
dell'umanesimo, III. Firenze, 1954]), but this attribution seems to be 
doubtful? — Fol. 1" Vita; 2° arg. to Hec.; 3° Hecuba; 55'-124r Orestes. 
A later hand added scholia from the Triclinian commentary on Hec. 1 only. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eov, elSov yàp, 318 ejuxpóv, 582 & om., 
923 8€ rou 959 ws dv ayvwoia, Orest. 61 avudopás, 116 oraca y’ èr’, 286 érápas 
épyov és, 983 uéaov kai xÜovós, 985 marp yépovr:. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2809 (cf. Omont III p. 43). Paper, 
15'h cent., 203 X 136 mm., 207 foll., 14 lines to a page for the handwritten 
Euripidean part of the volume. Folios 1-98 are a printed copy of the Lascaris 
edition of Medea, Hippolytus, Alcestis, Andromache (Florence, 1494). The 
handwritten part of the volume comprises folios 99-207. The ms. was written 
by a monk Nicodemus (fol. 206") : rv BiBAov raírqv ypájas uovaxós nxóðņpos 
(cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 344). This script is identi- 
cal with the writing of Nicodemus who wrote the Euripides mss. Vatic. 
Palatin. 354 and Vatic. 55 (cf. below, p. 200). Former owners of the 
manuscript part of the volume: Francesco da Lucha (fl. 1460-1470), ac- 
cording to the entry (fol. 2077) # BiBAos éari rov ppayxioxov Aovkaios (ex -ws 
factum) xai wdvrwv r&v pav.” Then, Franciscus Bertinus (fol. 2067): 


113 The attribution of Paris 2808 to Chalcondyles is made on a preliminary folio 
by & former cataloger who compares the Paris 2808 with the Paris ms. formerly 
3326, now 2783. The Paris 2783 was attributed to Chalcondyles by Matthaeus 


0 
Devaris who wrote in the Paris 2783 fol. 53v: éypáóm xewl 8nunrplov roù xaXkor: — 


(a facsimile specimen of Paris 2783, fol. 30-317, is reproduced in Omont, Fac-similés 
XVe et XVIe siècles plate 16). Now, the Paris 2023 is attributed by the older cata- 
loger to Demetrius Chalcondyles. It has the same handwriting as the Paris 2783. 
Moreover, the Paris 2023 has on fol. 323r* notes recording the births of Chalcondy- 
les’ children, written in the hand of the scribe of the ms. (cf. Legrand, Biblio- 
graphie hellénique II [1885] pp. 304 ff.; Cammelli, op. cit. p. 88 note 1). Legrand 
II p. 304 note 1 considers the whole Paris 2023 to be an autograph of Demetrius 
Chalcondyles. For Chalcondyles' other autographs, cf. Lobel, loc. cit. The writing 
of Paris 2808 seems to me to be different from that of Paris 2783 and 2023. 

178 On Francesco of Lucca, cf. Giovanni Mercati in: Claudii Ptolemaei Geographiae 
codex Urbinas graecus 82 (Codices e Vaticanis selecti quam simillime expressi vol. 
XVIIII), Tomus prodromus, pars prior (Lugduni Batavorum — Lipsiae, 1932) pp. 
196 ff., especially pp. 198 f. (on Paris 2809) ; also cf. Pius Franchi de’ Cavalieri et 
Iohannes Lietzmann, Specimina codicum graecorum Vaticanorum? ( Berolini — Lipsiae, 
1929) p. xix under no. 53 and 54; Giovanni Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio 
Cidone (Studi e Testi, 50. Città del Vaticano, 1931) p. 167; Robert Devreesse, 
Le fonds Coislin (Bibliothéque Nationale. Département des manuscrits. Catalogue 
des manuscrits grecs II. Paris, 1945) p. 150; Cyrus Giannelli, Codices Vaticani 
graeci. Codices 1485-1683 (Bybliotheca Vaticana, 1950) p. 225. 
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Codex hic mei est francisci b (er) tini: quem p(ri)die K (a)l(endas) octobris 
a greco quodam emt. rois trpio Sovkárow.'* Finally, Antonello Petrucci in 
Naples; Royal Aragonese Library in Naples.'5 — Fol. 99r Vita; 100° arg. 
to Hec. ; 101r Hecuba; 146" arg. to Orest. ; 1471-206" Orestes. Moschopulean 
and Thoman scholia, with some other additions, on Hecuba only. The text 
cf Hecuba is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 «iBov: «i8oy yàp, 318 juxpóv, 421 
meyrükoyr' apoupor by Tékvov, 620 xdAdora ebrexyorare, 923 8é ror. The text of 
Orestes is old: cf. Orest. 439 eimeiy eyes, 1507 mpooamizrov, 1622 obyi. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2813 (cf. Omont III p. 44). Parch- 
ment, 15 cent., 22 X 15cm., 56 foll, 12 lines. The writing is that of 
Georgius Hermonymus of Sparta (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 76; cf. above, p. 129). — Fol. 17 Vita; 2° arg. to Hec.; 4°56" 
Hecuba. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 ei8ov eov yàp, 318 ejuxpov, 
421 sevrykovr' apoipo. Ò) Tékvov, 757 8ovAevsat, 758 èrapreav, 907 Kxadvrret, 
923 8€ rot, 959 ws av dyvoata, 1266 8 om. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2814 (cf. Omont III p. 44). Paper, 
16% cent., 195 X 135 mm., 48 foll., 20 lines. This volume belonged to the 
collection of Cardinal Niccolò Ridolfi, to judge from the call number nota- 
tion (fol. 17) N°. 13. duodecime in the writing style of Nicolaus Sophianus 
(cf. above, p. 88). The ms. is listed in the list of Ridolfi mss. published 
by Montfaucon, Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770 
under Libri Poetici Graeci No. 13. — Fol. 17 Hecuba ; 33r Vita; 33"—34Y arg. 
to Hec. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 el8ov- eiSov yàp, 318 ajuxpov, 
582 0' om., 620 xdAAtora evrexvorare, 757 SovAevoa, 758 érápkeay, 907 karro, 
923 8€ ror, 959 ws dy ayvwota. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2815 (cf. Omont III p. 44). Paper, 
15% cent, 210 X 145 mm., 69 foll. 21 lines. — Fol. 1% Hecuba 446—481; 
2r-11Y Hecuba 21-467 ; 12** Hecuba 482—523 ; (13 blank;) 147-307 Hecuba 
566—end ; 30” arg. to Orest. ; 317—697 Orestes ; 697** arg. to Phoen., but except 
for the headline the text of the argument faded out and is not legible. 
Moschopulean, Thoman, and Triclinian metrical scholia. They were derived 
probably from a Triclinian manuscript. But the poetic text is Moscho- 
pulean: cf. Hec. 76 elBov: eidov yàp, 318 opixpov, 421 wevryxovr’ duoipo Ò) 
Tékvoy, 582 6 om., 757 SovAevoa, 758 érapxeav, 907 Kadvrra, 959 ws ay 
áyvocta, Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 228 Sépas, 424 eiroy kakas, 447 xpos, 535 avrov. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2819 (cf. Omont III p. 44). Paper, 
16% cent., 205 X 145 mm., 311 foll, 13 lines to a page for the scholia on 
Euripides. Omont identified the handwriting (as it seems, correctly) as 


17¢Qn Francesco Bertini of Lucca (t ca. 1476), cf. Giovanni Mercati in: Claudii 
Ptolemaei Geographiae codex Urbinas graecus 82, Tomus prodromus, pars prior, 
p. 199. 

275 Cf. Mazzatinti, La biblioteca dei Re d'Aragona in Napoli p. 127. 
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that of Andreas Darmarius (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber 
p. 26; cf. Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles p. 9, plate 1; Charles 
Graux-Albert Martin, Fac-similés de manuscrits grecs d'Espagne [Paris, 
1891] facsimile 63). The volume contains a collection of scholia on the 
Euripidean triad made up by Ianus Lascaris, according to the headline on 
fol. 17: oyéAau (ita m.pr.: -u«a m.alt.), eis tas rpeis mpwras tpaywdias ToU 
eùpirið (ov), avvaxÜévra vró iw(dvv) ov Aaoxdpews. With reference to the attribu- 
tion of this scholia compilation to Ianus Lascaris, we have to bear in mind 
ihe questionable trustworthiness of Darmarius' headlines: cf. now Robert 
Browning, “ The So-Called Tzetzes Scholia on Philostratus and Andreas 
Darmarios,” Classical Quarterly N.S. 5 (1955) pp. 195—200. — Fol. 17 Vita; 
9' arg. to Hec.; 4" scholia on Hecuba; 114" scholia on Orestes (with arg. 
to Orest. on fol. 1167-1187); 258° arg. to Phoen.; 260'-311" scholia on 
Phoenissae. Actually, this is a worthless collection of scholia from Byzan- 
tine sources. I list it here at the first opportunity, though it is not a ms. 
of exclusively Moschopulean scholia. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2820 (cf. Omont III p. 45; Turyn, 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 165; Aubreton, Démétrius Triclinius 
el les recensions médiévales de Sophocle p. 53; W. J. W. Koster, Revue des 
études grecques 66 [1953] pp. 6—8, 33; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare 
p. 434). Paper, 14'^ cent. (with some later replacements in the Aristo- 
phanes part of the volume), 220 X 153 mm., 258 foll. Once owned by 
Cardinal Niccolò Ridolfi, the old call number being (cf. fol. 2587): N° 
XXII — duodecime ; the ms. is listed in the catalogue of Ridolfi mss. pub- 
lished by Montfaucon, Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova TI 
p. 770 under Libri Poetici Graeci No. 23 (this is a mistake instead of No. 
22: the mistake was made in the Paris copy of the Ridolfi catalogue — Paris 
gr. 3074 fol. 24°; the correct figure No. 22 is shown in the Vatican copy 
of the Ridolfi catalogue — Vatic. gr. 1567 fol. 257). This ms. is a composite 
volume written by several hands. — Fol. 186" Hecuba (310—end) ; 210° arg. 
to Orest.; 211'-257* Orestes. Moschopulean scholia on both plays. The 
text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 421 mevrzkovr' dpoiot 8 Tékvov, 
757 SovAcicat, 758 érdpkeuavy, 923 8€ ror, 959 ws dy áyvocta, Orest. 61 cvpdopas, 
116 eráca y' én’, 162 dp’ om., 373 dXvrémov, 378 é£éAeurov, 403 worepov, 417 
(éx om.) $avraapárov, 424 elróv kaxós, 750 oreipwy arp, 779 poAovra. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2828 (cf. Omont III p. 46). Paper, 
16th cent., 220 X 158 mm., 236 foll, 13 lines. The Aristophanes part of 
the volume is written by one scribe; the Euripides part, by another one. — 
Fol. 122° Vita; 122” arg. to Hec.; 123" Hecuba; 171" arg. to Orest. ; 1721- 
236r Orestes. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ároóAero, 318 ajuxpóv, 
421 wevrnxovr’ ápoipot Or Tékyov, 582 0" om., 620 xadAAora ebrekxvorare, 907 
kaAvmre, 923 8€ ro, 1175 rapdoawv, Orest. 61 ovud$opds, 116 craca y' én’, 
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162 ap’ om., 169 oiv nv, 228 Séuas, 286 éxdpas čpyov és, 983 uécov kai xÜovos, 
986 warpi yépovrt. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2902 (cf. Omont III p. 57). Paper, 
15 cent., 210 X 135 mm., 158 foll, 15 lines. Former owners: Antonello 
Petrucci in Naples; Royal Aragonese Library in Naples (cf. Mazzatinti, 
La biblioteca det Re d'Aragona in Napoli p. 127). — Fol. 119°-158" Hecuba. 
Some Moschopulean scholia. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ázoAero, 
318 opixpoyv, 421 srevrz«ovr' dpoipo $y réxvov, 582 @ om., 903 8e ro. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 3026 (cf. Omont III p. 95). Paper, 
16'^ cent., 22 X 14 cm., 79 foll. — Fol. 73'-79r Hecuba 1-197, with a very 
few scholia at the beginning. The text of this fragment is Moschopulean: 
cf. Hec. 21 droAero, 76 elBov* elBoy yàp. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Fonds Coislin 169 (cf. Robert Devreesse, Le fonds 
Coishin [Bibliothèque Nationale. Département des manuscrits. Catalogue 
des manuscrits grecs II. Paris, 1945] pp. 150-152; Schultz, Die hand- 
schriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 22 ; Wendel, Überlieferung 
und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 194; Gallavotti, Stud: Italiani 
di filologia classica N.S. 11 (1934) pp. 292 f.; Gallavotti, Rivista di filologia 
e d'isiruzione classica N.S. 12 [1934] pp. 351 f. ; Gallavotti, Theocritus p. 
269; Paul Henry, Études Plotiniennes II: Les Manuscrits des Ennéades* 
[Museum Lessianum, Section Philosophique, No. 21. Bruxelles-Paris, 1948] 
pp. 97 ff.). Paper, early 14'5 cent., 310 X 227 mm., 358 foll. Written by 
several hands. The Theocritus part (but not the Euripides part) was 
written by one Ioannes (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 
212), who was correctly identified by Gallavotti as the scribe who wrote 
also the Vatic. Urbinas 140 (cf. Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 35 
note 37). — Fol. 199° Vita; 199" arg. to Hec.; 200r Hecuba; 227° arg. to 
Orest. ; 227—930" Orestes 1-163 éBixace. The folios 231'-242", Orestes 165 
Qovov — 897, are a later replacement of a lost part. Then the original part 
continues: fol. 2487-250" Orestes 898—end ; 251" arg. to Phoen. ; 251'-216v 
Phoenissae 1—-1417. Again, folios 2777-282" containing Phoenissae 1418- 
end are a later replacement. In the original parts, there are Moschopulean 
scholia. The replacements have no scholia. 

The text of the original Euripides manuscript is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
21 dmoAero, 76 el8üoy* eidov yàp, 318 oppor, 421 mevrykovr' dpoipo 81) Tékvoy, 
582 6 om., 620 kdAJucra eUrekvorare, 757 SovAevoa, 758 érapxeay, 879 avvéara, 
923 8€ ro, 959 ws ay dyvocía, 1175 rapacowy (yp. àpácaov), 1266 & om., 
Orest. 61 avu$opds, 69 óxyoúpeoð’, 116 oràca y’ èr’, 162 dp’ om., 983 pécov 
kai xOovós, 985 marpi yépovrt, 1024 o’ om., 1039 éyo, 1094 áxpowroAw, 1115 
alt. SovAwy, 1135 dméxrev', 1180 y’ om., 1216 wy om., 1254 wo om., 1399 
car’ aidov, 1507 spoarmeoov, 1602 55 om., 1684 (svós, Phoen. 84 widas, 459 
prius r’ om., 535 xaAAtorov, 560 aocàt mov, 569 2ueyaro, 591 oxgrrpa, 610 
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(xara- om.) xravo, 615 8 yè po, 761 el ov ri. Thus it appears that the 
original part of the ms. was Moschopulean both in text and scholia. Apart 
from its gaps, this is a good representative of the Moschopulean recension. 
Hesiod and Theocritus in this volume also represent the Moschopulean 
recensions (cf. Schultz, loc. ctt. ; Wendel, loc. cit. ; Gallavotti, loc. ctt.). 


The text of the later replacement, Orest. 165—897 and Phoen. 1418-end. 
is old: cf. Orest. 439 etweiv éyw, 786 rò xarÜavev, Phoen. 1690 peracyeir 
Set xape. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Supplément grec 393 (cf. Omont III p. 257). Paper, 
15 cent., 21 X 15 cm., 34 foll., 24 lines. — Fol. 1" Hecuba (784-end) ; 11° 
arg. to Orest.; 12° Orestes (1-771, 879-1026) ; 31°-33" Phoenissae (916- 
1073). The volume is concluded on fol. 34'-34* by a fragment °° of 
Sophocles, Oed. Col. 64-93. The Euripides text of this ms. is Moscho- 
pulean: cf. Hec. 879 avvéara, 959 ws dv dyvwoia, 1266 8 om., Orest. 116 
cràca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv vev, 228 Séuas, 592 cadéorarov veer, Phoen. 
1013 Oavdrw m.pr., 1022 wodAvoroves roAvpoyPos m.pr., 1046 dopevos m.pr., 
1063 xareipyacat m.pr. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Supplément grec 684 (cf. Omont III pp. 298f.). A 
composite volume of several fascicles, 15t*-18t» cent., 155 X 102 mm., 240 
foll. The Euripides portion is on paper, 15 cent., 14 lines. — Fol. 152'— 
180r" Hecuba (1-475, 970-end). The text was copied from an incomplete 
source (on fol. 168", the line Hec. 475 is followed by line 970). The text 
is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ároAero, 76 elôov, eióoy yàp, 972 wmpooßàérew o’, 
1183 alt. ui 82. 


Parma, Biblioteca Palatina, Fondo Parmense 154 (once HH.IX.23; cf. 
E. Martini, Catalogo di manoscritti greci esistenti nelle biblioteche italiane 
I 1 [Milano, 1893] pp. 175 ff.). Paper, 14'^ cent., 226 X 144 mm., 114 foll. 
(the first folio is numbered 2), 20 lines. An ownership entry on fol. 2°: 
[Nicolai Micheloti; Florentini liber]. — Fol. 2Y Vita; 2Y arg. to Hec.; 
371-32v Hecuba; 33' arg. to Orest.; 33'-73* Orestes; "73" arg. to Phoen.; 
74r-114Y Phoentssae. Metrical and exegetic scholia on the three plays. 
'There are metrical scholia in the Triclinian manner, but not identical with 
the Triclinian metrical scholia. Exegetic scholia are compiled from different 
sources; some peculiar comments are included. The text is inconsistent, 
but it is predominantly Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 opixpov, 346 on, 368 
dió, 421 wevryxovr’ apotpot 87 réxvwv, 684 alt. réxvoy om., 757 SovAcvoa, 758 
érapxeay, 959 as dv dyvwota, 1183 alt. n58e, 1266 8 om., Orest. 378 é£éAeurov, 
407 (èx om.) $avraouárov, 447 mpós, 535 avrov, 1216 vvv om., Phoen. 47 


176I did not list the above fragment of Sophocles in my Studies in Sophocles. 
The text of that fragment Soph. Oed. Col. 04-93 is a derivative of the Paris class r 
(cf. Studies in Sophocles pp. 173 ff.). 
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xpéwv, 79 eis, 459 prius r’ om., 747 (eA0ov om.) émrdmvpyov és mów  uoAov, 
761 «€ od ri. Occasionally, there appear also some Thoman interpolations: 
cf. Orest. 35 où, 42 yAaviduv 8’, 482 warpos 08° éorw. 

Exegetie and metrical scholia identical, on the whole, with those of the 
Parma 154 appear in the ms. Modena a.U.9.22 (cf. below, pp. 202 ff.). They 
are either copied from Parma 154 by the scribe of the Modena a.U.9.22, or 
else they derive in these both mss. from a common source. On the character 
of the metrical scholia exhibited in Parma 154 and in Modena a.U.9.22, cf. 
below, pp. 203 f. 

Patmos, Mor 'Iodvvov rot G«oAóyov, 433 (cf. Twavyys XaxxeMov, IIarjuaxi) 
BiBAcoOnxn [’AOnvyow, 1890] p. 196). Paper, 1421 A.D., 213 X 136 mm., 101 
foll., 14 lines. Subscribed by Georgius Douk[as] on fol. 98r: "EreAev905 prvi 
oerreBpiw f iv(Sucriovos) y rov SRA €rovs id yewpylov Sovx[ . The date Sep- 
tember 17, 6930 A.M. (= 1421 A.D.) is 15*^ indiction, and not 8'^ indiction 
as marked in the subscription. — Fol. 17-42" Hecuba (34—end) ; 43" arg. to 
Orest.; 447-98r Orestes. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 
346 cor, 368 dió, 582 0' om., 672 amynyyéAn, 757 BovAevaa, 758 érapkeay, 879 
ovvéorat, 907 xadvrre, 1183 alt. unde, Orest. 116 eráca y' én’, 162 ap’ om., 
212 re, 228 8épas, 286 rapas épyov és, 326 ear’, 327 xaxov poybwv, 373 d)urimov, 
407 (éx om.) $avracpárov, 447 mpòs, 983 pécov kai xÜovós, 958 warpi yéportt. 

Perugia, Biblioteca Augusta del Comune di Perugia, G 84 (cf. G. Mazza- 
tinti, Inventari det manoscritti delle biblioteche d'Italia IV [Forli, 1895] 
p. 137 under no. 495). Paper, 1473 a.D., 21 X 14cm., 178 foll. (fol. 170- 
178 are blank), 16 lines. Dated on fol. 154”: érovs ,G» B: oemrrefpiw ta 
(11 September 6982 4.M.— 1473 a.p.). Former owner Basilio Zanchi, 
1 1558 (fol. 8°): Hic liber emptus fuit Rome ez libris doctissimi Basilii 
Zanchij Bergomensis (cf. Tiraboschi, Storia della letteratura italiana? VII 
4 [Modena, 1792] pp. 1382 ff. ; de Nolhac, La bibliothèque de Fulvio Orsini 
p. 6). — Fol. 8' arg. to Hec.; 8" Vita; 10° Hecuba; 48" arg. to Orest. ; 49° 
Orestes; 101” arg. to Phoen. ; 1031-154" Phoenissae. Very few scholia, from 
different sources, on the beginning of Hecuba; very few ancient scholia on 
the beginning of Orestes. Hecuba and Orestes are Moschopulean; Phoe- 
nissae is Thoman. 

For the Moschopulean text character of Hecuba and Orestes, cf.: Hec. 
21 dmoAero, 56 SovAcov, 76 eiBov: ciSov yàp, 582 0' om., 972 spocBAérewv o, 
1175 rapáccev, 1183 alt. pydi, Orest. 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv vw, 228 Spas, 
286 érdpas Epyov és, 326 éar’, 1602 8) om. I noticed in the section Hecuba 
ca. 757—959 some departures from the Moschopulean recension. 

For the Thoman text character of Phoenissae, cf.: Phoen. 247 réxva, 
259 dpparat, 956 éx0pós, 966 oiy ris, 1431 xaipías. 

Prague, Národní a Universitni Knihovna, deposit from Roudnice nad 
Labem, Lobkovické Knihovna, VI.Fe.44 (cf. Eduard Gollob, “ Verzeichnis 


Google 


THE MOSCHOPULEAN MANUSCRIPTS 151 


der griechischen Handschriften in Österreich ausserhalb Wiens,” Sttzungs- 
berichte der philosophisch-historischen Classe der katserlichen Akademte 
der Wissenschaften 146. Band [Wien, 1903] VII. Abhandlung p. 122). 
Paper, late 15* or early 16'^ cent. 200 X 143 mm., 178 pages, 12 lines. 
This is a composite volume consisting of three parts, of which the first one, 
pages 1-112, contains Euripides. — Page 1 Vita (Moschopulean) ; p. 3 arg. 
to Hec. (Moschopulean) ; pp. 5-107 Hecuba; pp. 108-112 blank. From the 
photographie specimen which I have at hand, it seems that the ms. is 
Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 dwwAero, 56 8osA«oy. 


Rome, Biblioteca Vallicelliana, A 25 (cf. Martini, Catalogo di manoscritts 
greci esistenti nelle biblioteche italiane II [1902] p. 1 under no. 1). Parch- 
ment, 15*^ cent., X111 folios in Greek (229 X 149 mm.) + 96 folios in Latin 
(239 X 171 mm.), 20 lines for Euripides. The Greek part of the volume 
is written by Ioannes Rhosus (cf. above, p. 143). — Fol. 1v* Vita; 1v" arg. 
to Hec.; vr'-xirr" Hecuba (1-327). The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
21 dxwAero, 56 SovAcov, 76 elBoy* eldov yap, 274 wapnides, 318 ajuxpóv. 

Mount Sinai, St. Catherine’s Monastery, Greek 1195 (cf. V. N. Beneshe- 
vich, Opisanie grecheskikh rukopisei monastyria Sviatoi Ekateriny na Sinate 
I [S. Peterburg, 1911] p. 521 under no. 557; V. Gardthausen, Catalogus 
codicum graecorum Sinatticorum [Oxonii, 1886] pp. 244 f.). Paper, late 
15‘ cent., 282 X 200 mm., 1v +126 + 111 foll. Written by Georgius Gre- 
goropulus II, correctly identified in a note made by somebody else on the 
page facing fol. 126": + yò yedpyios ó yAnyopwmovdos jypaja Tóv edpurndny 
xai elvai xaka. The handwriting of the present manuscript is identical with 
that reproduced by Omont, Fac-similés XV* et XVIe siècles plate 21 (cf. 
ibidem p. 11). The Sinai ms. is not listed in Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber pp. 72 f.177 Former owners (fol. 17): hieromonachus Neophytus 
of Crete, monk Macarius of Crete. — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 32* arg. to Orest.; 
33° Orestes; 79" arg. to Phoen. ; 80-126" Phoentssae. Sparse Moschopulean 
scholia on the three plays. The text of this ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
21 dmoAero, 76 «Boy: «Sov yàp, 94 ayxAjos, 959 ws av áyvocía, Orest. 116 
gràca y' èr’, 169 oy vw, 228 8éuas, 1684 (qvos, Phoen. 253 otcerat, 277 Somovs, 
607 7AGes xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xravo, 615 8€ ye por. 

Thessalonike, T'uwváctovy, an unnumbered Euripides ms. This ms., once 
in the church of St. Demetrius, then since ca. 1873-1875 in the Gymnasion, 
where the metropolitan library was transferred at that time, was described 
and collated by Ilérpos N. Tlazrayeopytov, “ Néos xodié tpayydiav Etpuridov,” 
*"A@nvaov. Lyypappa weprodicoy. 10 (’A@yvmav, 1881) pp. 286-309; cf. Spyr. 


17 Bishop Porfiril Uspenskiy erroneously thought that this ms. resembled the 
handwriting of the ms. Sinai 1194 written by Aristobulus Apostolides in 1491 (cf. 
Beneshevich, loc. ctt.). 
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P. Lambros, * Notes épigraphiques et paléographiques," Mélanges Graur 
(Paris, 1884) p. 625. This ms. presumably does not exist any more. It 
was studied by Pappageorgiou ca. 1880 and seen by Lambros in 1880. 
However, Daniel Serruys, who around 1903 catalogued the mss. of the Gym- 
nasion in Thessalonike (“ Catalogue des manuscrits conservés au Gymnase 
grec de Salonique,” Revue des bibliothéques 13 [1903] pp. 12-89), explicitly 
stated p. 77 that he did not see this Euripides ms. and surmised that it 
was most probably destroyed in the fire in the Gymnasion on September 3/4, 
1890. I was unable to find any trace of this ms. either in Thessalonike or 
in Athens, where the mss. from the Gymnasion of Thessalonike have been 
transferred." ? Nonetheless, since we have sufficient information about this 
ms. and its text, I have decided to include here its description and analysis. 
Paper, 16*® cent., 116 foll., 13-15 lines. — Fol. 17-10" Hecuba (1046—end) ; 
10"-11" some drawings; 12" arg. to Orest.; 12% Orestes; 66"—end: arg. to 
Phoen., Phoentssae (1—1014, 1058-1519, 1581-1693). Scholia. The text, 
to judge from the collation by Pappageorgiou, was Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 
1119 coi re kai, 1266 & om., Orest. 169 otv vw, 403 worepov, 592 cadéorarov 
vépe, 983 néoov kai xÂovòs, 985 warpi yépovr,, 1039 éyo, 1135 dxéxrew', 1507 
vpoomecoy, 1684 (wvós, Phoen. 84 rúas, 535 xdXXuwrrov, 569 ypetaro, 591 
oxymrpa, 610 (xara- om.) «rave, 1013 Oaváro, 1226 8avaov r’, 1256 évavriov. 
There were occasionally some interpolations from Thomas, e.g., Orest. 286 
érdpas eis €pyov. 

Readings of the Thessalonike ms. were occasionally mentioned in Orestes 
by Prinz-Wecklein, with the symbol £ (cf. Euripidis fabulae III 3 [1900] 
Notarum index) — and by Murray, with the symbol Thessalonicensis (cf. 
Euripidis fabulae III, page facing the beginning of Orestes). The Thessa- 
lonike ms. was, of course, entirely worthless. 


Vatican City, Biblioteca Apostoliea Vaticana, cod. Palatinus graec. 42 
(cf. Henricus Stevenson Senior, Codices manuscripti Palatini graeci Biblio- 
thecae Vaticanae. [Romae, 1885] p. 22). Paper (bombycine), 14'^ cent., 
290 X 164 mm., 11 + 105 foll., 22 lines. — Fol. 17 Vita; 2r Hecuba; 29' arg. 
to Orest.; 30r Orestes; 65° arg. to Phoen. ; 66'-104" Phoenissae. The folio 
65, containing Orest. 1687-1693 and the arg. to Phoen., is a later replace- 
ment. Moschopulean scholia. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 áxoAero, 
76 elBov* eiSov yàp, 94 dyAqos, 923 8é rou 959 ws dv ayvwola, 1175 rapdcaov 
(yp. apacowv), Orest. 116 oraca y' èr’, 169 oiv vw, 286 érápas épyoy és, 1684 
{nvos, Phoen. 84 svAas, 615 8€ ye por. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 114 (cf. Stevenson, Codices 


17 Cf. Marcel Richard, Répertoire des bibliothèques et des catalogues de manu- 
scrite grecs (Publications de l'Institut de Recherche et d'Histoire des Textes, I. 
Paris, 1948) p. 96. 
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manuscripti Palatini graeci pp. 54 f.). Paper, 14'^ cent., 224 X 145 mm., 
II + 94 foll, 26 lines. According to an ownership entry on fol. r1", once 
owned by Gianozzo Manetti (1396-1459: cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 198 note 1; Tiraboschi, Storia della letteratura italiana VI 2 
[1790] pp. 792 ff.). — Fol. 1° arg. to Orest. (by a later hand) ; 2° Vita and 
2Y arg. to Hec. (by a different hand); 3" Hecuba; 27% arg. to Orest.; 28° 
Orestes; 60° arg. to Phoen.; 60"—93v Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia on 
the three plays. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 àvoXero, 16 el8ov* 
elóoy yàp, 923 8é ro, 959 ws dy dyywoia, Orest. 116 craca y' èr’, 169 oiv vw, 
228 Séuas, 286 rapas Epyov és, 1684 (qvos, Phoen. 84 svAas, 607 ÑAbes xat yap, 
610 (xara- om.) xravo, 615 8€ ye por. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 354. Cf. below, p. 200. In this 
ms., Orestes is Moschopulean in text and scholia. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Urbinas graec. 140 (cf. Cosimus Stornajolo, 
Codices Urbinates graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae [Romae, 1895] pp. 259 ff. ; 
Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 35; Sophocles Recension of Moschopu- 
lus p. 168; Gallavotti, Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica. N.S. 12 
[1934] p. 351; Gallavotti, Theocritus pp. 269, 273). Paper (bombycine), 
early 14% cent., 258 X 168 mm., 263 foll. Written by the same scribe as 
the Theocritus part of the Paris Coislin 169, i.e., by one Ioannes, according 
to the identification made by Gallavotti (cf. above, p. 148). — Fol. 95r Vita 
(by a later hand); 95v different arguments and notes (by later hands); 
96v arg. to Hec. (by a different hand) ; 97° Hecuba; 122% arg. to Orest.; 
123° Orestes; 154” arg. to Phoen.; 155r-187* Phoenissae. Moschopulean 
scholia on the three plays. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ádroAero, 
76 elóoy* «Sov yàp, 94 dyrrjos, 923 8é ro, 959 ws dy adyrwoig, 1175 rapacowy 
m.pr., Orest. 116 oràca y' én’, 169 oiv vw, 228 Béuas, 286 érdpas épyov és, 
1684 {nvos, Phoen. 84 widras, 607 7A0es kai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xravw, 615 
&€ ye por. 

This ms. Urbinas 140 is Moschopulean also in its other portions, in 
Pindar (Olympia), Sophocles (triad), Theocritus (in I-VIII).'*? Thus the 
volume carries a considerable part of the Moschopulean sylloge (cf. above, 
p. 43). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 50 (cf. Mercati — Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri, Codices Vaticani graeci I pp. 45 f.; Turyn, Sophocles Recension 
of Moschopulus p. 128). Paper, 14'^ cent., 266 X 166 mm., Iv + 231 foll. 
The ms. is written on Western paper ; the size of the volume is unusual for 


17° Cf. Mommsen, Pindari carmina (1864) p. xxx; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de 
Pindare p. 285 note 1; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 108; Wendel, 
Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 202; Gallavotti, Rivista di 
filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 12 (1934) p. 352; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique 
feruntur Bucolici Graeci pp. 269, 273. 
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Western paper (cf. Martin Wittek, Scriptorium 7 [1953] p. 277 note 7). — 
Fol. 1" Vita (Moschopulean) ; 1" <Moschopulus,> sepi rov eiboAov, 1% Vita 
(Triclinian) ; 27 arg. to Hec. (Triclinian) ; 3** Hecuba (1-61) — later 
replacements. This is the original writing of the Euripidean part: fol. 47 
Hecuba (62—end) ; 23” arg. to Orest. ; 23” Orestes; 51% arg. to Phoen. ; 51%- 
79" Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia. There are some other notes by later 
hands, which we disregard. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 e&ov- 
elSov yàp, 923 & ror, 959 à dy dywwotg, Orest. 116 oraca y' éx', 169 oy nv, 
228 cuas, 286 &rápas čpyov és, 1684 (qvos, Phoen. 84 widas, 607 7AÓ0es xai yàp, 
610 (xara- om.) krav, 615 & ye por. 

The Vatic. 50 is Moschopulean also in other parts, in Homer (Iliad 
A-B 222), Hesiod O. D., Pindar (Olym pia), Sophocles (triad), Theocritus 
(I-VI).!** Accordingly, this ms. is to be considered a valuable (though 
somewhat incomplete) representative of the Moschopulean sylloge (cf. above, 
p. 43). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 52 (cf. Mercati — Franchi de 
Cavalieri I pp. 47 f.). Paper, 1414/5 A.D., 216 X 136 mm., 111 t 212 + 1v 
foll 11 lines. Dated on fol. 212%: „goù mov xov yov érov; (6923 A.M. = 1414/5 
A.D.). — Fol. 1° Hec. 1-5 supplied by a later hand; 2" Hecuba (6-end) ; 
59° arg. to Orest. ; 61" Orestes; 136" arg. to Phoen. ; 1387-212Y Phoentssae. 
The scholia are basically Moschopulean, though also some Thoman scholia 
were included. The text is Moschopulean, but not entirely consistent (some 
old and Thoman readings appear occasionally). For the Moschopulean 
character of the ms., cf.: Hec. 21 ámoAero, 76 elSov- eiSov yàp, 923 8é ro, 
959 ws dy dyvocía, Orest. 116 araca y’ éx', 228 cuas, Phoen. 84 xvAas, 607 
WAGes xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) krav, 615 8€ ye por. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 53 (cf. Mercati — Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri I p. 48). Paper, 15'^ cent., 199 X 140 mm., 1v + 139 foll. — Fol. 
1' Vita; 1' arg. to Hec. ; 27-8", 637-86", 177-24v, 97-10" Hecuba; 127-16", 
2907—62v", 877-99" Orestes. The binding of the volume is confused, the proper 
sequence of folios is indicated here. 'This is a highly inconsistent manu- 
script. Perhaps a part of Hecuba 1-907 is Moschopulean, while the rest, 
Hecuba 908—end and Orestes, is an old text infected with many occasional 
interpolations (from Moschopulus, Thomas, Triclinius). 

For the Moschopulean character of Hecuba 1—907, cf.: Hec. 21 årwàero, 
76 doy: eióov yàp, 94 ayrdArjos, 368 aidy, 421 wevrjxovr’ popoi $y rékvov, 


139 Cf. Mercati-de’ Cavalieri, op. cit. I p. 46; Allen, Homeri Ilias I p. 45; Schultz, 
Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien pp. 24f.; Irigoin, Histoire 
du texte de Pindare p. 286; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 128, 
170; Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 197; Gallavotti, 
Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 12 (1934) pp. 353f.; Gallavotti, 
Theocritus quique feruntur Bucolici Graeci p. 275. 
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582 6 om., 620 xdJ)Juera evrexvórare, 907 xaAvmra. But even in this pre- 
sumably Moschopulean part of Hecuba, there are many departures from the 
Moschopulean text. 

For the old section of this ms., cf.: Hec. 982 uiv 9v el, Orest. 373 
dAurvmrov, 918 é£éAurov. 

The Theocritus text in the Vatic. 53 is Moschopulean (cf. Gallavotti, 
Theocritus p. 326). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 54 (cf. Mercati — Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri I pp. 48 f.). Paper, 15'b cent., 219 X 142 mm., 111+ 125 foll. 
Written by several hands. — Fol. 1" arg. to Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 55" arg. to 
Orest.; 567-123" Orestes. A mixture of Moschopulean and Thoman scholia 
and some peculiar comments. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 eidoy: 
elSov yap, 274 wapnidos, 318 opixpov, T57 SovAcvoa, 798 érapxeav (yp. érdp- 
reoi), 907 xadrvrra, 923 8€ ro, 959 às dy dyrwoia, 1183 alt. pydé, 1266 8° om., 
Orest. 228 cuas, 326 ear’, 327 xaxov poxOwv, 378 e&éAcrov, 407 (êk om.) 
gavracpatwy, 447 mpos, 535 abróv, 592 cadéorarov vépe, 798 pnrépos, 922 
dvertAnrrov, 983 pécov kai x0ovos, 1039 éyw, 1180 y’ om. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 55 (cf. below, p. 200). In this 
ms., Orestes is Moschopulean in text and scholia. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 56 (cf. Mercati — Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri I pp. 49f.). Paper (Western, without watermarks), early 14th 
cent., 222 X 142 mm., Ir d 157 foll. Some original leaves were lost and 
replaced in the 15'^ century. — Fol. 1" arg. to Hec.; 1° Hecuba; 41" arg. 
to Orest.; 42° Orestes; 97” arg. to Phoen. ; 98'-156" Phoenissae. Moscho- 
pulean scholia in the original leaves; no scholia in the replacements. The 
original text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 582 & om., 620 kdXXuwrra 
evrexyoraTe, T57 SovdActoat, 923 8€ rot, 959 as avy ayvwoia, Orest. 116 oraca 
y én’, 228 Spas, 286 émápas épyov és, Phoen. 84 widas, 635 6nBaiwy m.pr., 
673 guvyxe m.pr., 724 mpocBadrow’ dv. The replacements, which we disregard, 
were drawn from a Moschopulean ms. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 896. Paper, 15'^ cent., 201 X 
137 mm., 238 foll., 14 lines. — Fol. 24** and 197" contain a fragment of 
Hecuba (14—41, 97-125), with Moschopulean scholia. This is the main 
body of the ms.: fol. 25" Vita; 26" arg. to Hec.; 26% Hecuba; 0° arg. to 
Orest. ; 71° Orestes; 129° arg. to Phoen. ; 130'-191Y Phoentssae (1-1750). 
Moschopulean scholia on the three plays. The text is Moschopulean: cf. 
Hec. 76 eiBov: elóoy yàp, 923 Bé ro, 959 woay áyvooía, Orest. 162 dp’ om., 
286 érdpas épyov és, 1684 (mvós, Phoen. 459 prius r’ om., 610 (xara- om.) 
«rave, 673 gvynxe. Just a few readings and scholia from this ms. were 
recorded by Faehse, Sylloge lectionum graecarum pp. 284—292. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 907. Paper, about 1500 A.D., 
236 X 168 mm., 82 foll 23-25 lines. Ownership entry (facing fol. 17): 


Google 


156 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


Est Cardinalis Triuultij (probably Agostino Trivulzio ¢ 1548 — cf. Didot, 
Nouvelle Biographie Générale, vol. 45 cols. 649 f.; cf. above, p. 142). — 
Fol. 1" Vita; 1” arg. to Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 26° arg. to Orest.; 26" Orestes; 
60” arg. to Phoen. ; 61'-81* Phoenissae. Some scholia from different sources 
on the beginning of Hecuba. This is a Western copy; there are also some 
Latin notes. The text is basically Moschopulean, though it often departs 
from the Moschopulean recension and occasionally shows divergent readings, 
especially Thoman and also Triclinian interpolations. For the Moschopulean 
character of the text, cf.: Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 368 atn, 421 wevryxovr’ apoipoc 
83) réxvov, 560 dydApara, 158 éwapxetav, 907 kaAUmre, 959 às dy ayvwou, Orest. 
407 (èx om.) $avracuárev, 447 mpós, 535 abróv, 922 davertAnwrov, 983 pécov 
xai xXÜovós, Phoen. 47 kpéov, 79 eis, 171 ris wo0ey, 535 xaXov, 569 jeuyaro, 
591 oxyrrpa, 842 dorews 450s, 1013 Bavarw, 1042 soAvarovos soAvpox6os. 

For Thoman interpolations in this ms., cf.: Orest. 35 o086, 42 yAavidwy 8, 
147 iropodoov, 482 rarpós 68’ €or. A Triclinian interpolation appears Phoen. 
673 ya $iAa. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1363 (cf. de Nolhac, La biblio- 
thèque de Fulvio Orsini p. 173 note 5; Bidez-Cumont, Recherches sur la 
tradition manuscrite des lettres de l'empereur Julien p. 65; Schultz, Dre 
handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 26; Wendel, Uber- 
lieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 199; Gallavotti, Theo- 
critus pp. 270, 327; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 170; 
Giancarlo Bolognesi, Accademia Nazionale dev Lincei. Bolletino del Comi- 
tato per la preparaztone della Edizione Nazionale dev Classici Greci e Latins 
N.S. fasc. II [1953] pp. 70 f.). Paper, 14'^ cent., 377 foll., in two parts: 
part I (fol. 1-173) 283/285 X 190/210 mm., part II (fol. 174-377) 283 X 
180/210 mm., 17 lines. Once owned by Zani de Zuene de Bottinelis clericus 
Bittiricenus (according to a note of the 15'^ century on fol. 3777) ; then 
by Fulvio Orsini as Greek ms. 66 in his collection (cf. fol. 1°; de Nolhac 
p. 173 note 5, p. 341). — Part I, fol. 1" Vita, arg. to Hec., 1% Vita 
(supplemented by a later hand); 2° Hecuba; 39" arg. to Orest.; 40'-88* 
Orestes; 91" arg. to Phoen.; 91.-142" Phoenissae (the end, Phoen. 1748- 
1766, is supplemented by a later hand). Moschopulean scholia on the three 
plays by the original hand. Later hands added other scholia, mainly Thoman 
and Triclinian. 'The text is Moschopulean (though not strictly consistent) : 
cf. Hec. 21 árwAero, 318 ajuxpóv, 582 6 om., 923 8é ro, 959 ws dv ayvooía, 
Orest. 116 araca y’ én’, 286 rapas €pyov és, 1684 (mvós, Phoen. 459 prius 
v' om., 610 (xara- om.) xravo, 673 £vvi«e. 

Other parts of the Vatic. 1363 are likewise Moschopulean, viz.: Hesiod 
O. D., Pindar (Olympia), Sophocles (triad), 'Theocritus.!*! 


181 Cf, Schultz, loc. cit.; Irigoin, Histoire du terte de Pindare p. 286; Turyn, loc. 
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Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1530 (cf. Cyrus Giannelli, 
Codices Vaticani graeci. Codices 1485-1683 [Bybliotheca Vaticana, 1950] 
p. 90). Paper, ca. 1500 a.D., 207 X 142 mm., 1+ 56 foll, 12 lines. The 
writing style resembles that of Caesar Strategus (cf. Omont, Fac-similes 
XVe et XVIe siècles plate 7, Introduction p. 10 under no. 10; Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber pp. 224 f.). Ownership entry (fol. 1): 
ex libris Fran(cis)ci Peniae Romanae Rotae decani (cf. Pierre Batiffol, 
* La Vaticane depuis Paul III," Revue des questions historiques 45 [1889] 
p. 189; Giovanni Mercati, Per la storia det manoscritti greci pp. 96, 98). 
On Francisco de Peña (1540-1612), cf. Diccionario Enciclopedico Hispano- 
Americano XV (Barcelona, 1894) p. 48. — Fol. 1" Vita; 2" arg. to Hec.; 
3"—-54" Hecuba. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ámeAero, 76 «Sov, 
eiSov yàp, 274 wapyidos, 318 ejuxpóv, 421 sevrykovr' dpoipot 57 réxvov, 582 & 
om., 684 alt. réxvoy om., 757 SovAcioa, 758 erdpxeav, 907 kaA mre, 923 8€ ror, 
959 ws av ayvwoia. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 2237 (cf. Schultz, Die hand- 
schriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 27). Paper, late 15% 
cent., 210 X 145 mm., 11 + 112 foll., written by several hands. Once owned 
by Cardinal Giovanni Salviati (1490-1553), according to the entry on 
fol. 17: Io. car. de Salviatis (cf. Frati, Dizionario bvo-bibliografico p. 510). 
Then in the Colonna library: Columnensts 76. — Fol. 8' Vita; 8" arg. to 
Hec.; 9° Hecuba; 58° arg. to Orest. ; 59*—103" Orestes; 103"—105v Tzetzes, 
wep <Stadopas> mouwroy (Kaibel, Com. Graec. Fragm. pp. 34—40, cap. VII); 
106" arg. to Phoen.; 108'-155" Phoenissae. Some Moschopulean scholia 
on Hecuba; extremely few Moschopulean scholia on Phoenissae (with an 
occasional admixture of a Thoman scholium, e.g., on Phoen. 1). The text 
is basically Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 56 8oíA«ov, 582 P om. il. (ye 8.1.), 
620 (xai glossa s.l.) xdAAuara ebrexvorare, 684 alt. réxvov om., 757 8ovAevcat, 
758 émdpxeuy a.c. (érdpxeow p.c.), 879 ovvéora, 907 xaA/mre, 923 8é rou 
959 w(s s.l.) áy dyvwoia, 1175 rapdacov, 1183 alt. unde, Orest. 61 ovpdopas, 
69 óxovpecÓ', 116 oraca y' én’, 169 oiv vw, 228 Seuas, 286 érápas čpyov és, 
927 xaxov nuóxÜov, 403 mórepov, 407 (èx om.) $avracpáreov, 424 eimov kakos, 
592 gaóécrarov vépe, Phoen. 459 prius r’ om., 535 xdAAXuwroy, 560 coca móXv, 
569 jueyaro, 607 7A0cs kai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xrave, 635 OnBalwv, 673 
Euyvjxe. In some longer passages, e.g., at the beginning of Phoenissae, the 
old tradition is followed. — The portion of the ms. containing Hesiod O. D. 
is Moschopulean (cf. Schultz, loc. cit.). | 


Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 2379. Paper, 15th cent., 220 X 
147 mm., 164 foll. — Fol. 1" arg. to Hec.; 27-5?" Hecuba; 58r-62* drawings; 


cit.; Wendel, loc. cit.; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur Bucolici Graeci pp: 
269 f., 327. 
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62" arg. to Orest.; 63% Orestes; 116" arg. to Phoen. ; 1177-164v Phoentssae 
(1-1758). A mixture of Byzantine and old scholia, with many peculiar 
comments, on the beginning of Hecuba. But, basically, Moschopulean scholia 
prevail in the three plays. There are some notes in Latin. The text is 
predominantly Moschopulean (but erratically inconsistent): cf. Hec. 76 
cilov’ edov yap, 346 cor, 421 wevryxovrapoipo $y réxvwv, 757 SovdAevoa, 758 
érápkeav, 1175 rapacowy (yp. dpdoowv), 1183 alt. unè, 1266 8 om., Orest. 
61 ovpdopas, 407 (èx om.) davracparwv, 424 cirwy kakos, 447 wpós, 750 oreipor 
(yp. oxeipas m.post.) wxaryp, 798 pyrepos, 983 pécov kai xÂovòs, Phoen. 47 
kpéov, 171 ris moÜ0ev, 253 ofcera, 277 Sopovs, 416 parevov, 459 prius r om., 
591 oxmrrpa, 610 (xara- om.) «rave, 761 e| ov- ri, 1022 wodvorovos wodv- 
pox0os, 1046 acpervos. 

Yv = Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, greco 469 (No. di colloca- 
zione 799). Cf. above, pp. 68 ff. This ms. is the main representative of 
the paraphrastic scholia; it was used by Arsenius of Monembasia for his 
edition of scholia. Its scholia were analyzed by me previously. The poetic 
text of this ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 opupov, 368 aidy, 421 
wevTnKxovrT dpoipor 85 réxvwv, 560 aydApara, 757 SovAevoa, 758 èrdpreav, 923 
6€ rot, 959 às åy dyvocía, 1266 & om., Orest. 116 oraca y' èr’, 162 ap’ om., 
169 ot ny, 228 8épas, 326 èar’, 407 (èx om.) davracudtwy, 447 mpós, 535 
abróv, 1216 wy om., 1507 mpooreowv, Phoen. 84 widas, 459 prius r om., 
607 7AGes kai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) krav, 615 8€ ye por, 635 OyBatv. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 470 (No. di collocazione 824). Cf. 
Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca codicum manu scriptorum 
pp. 248 f. ; Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. vii note * ; Murray, Eurtpr- 
dis fabulae I p. [xv]; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 29; Sophocles Recension of 
Moschopulus pp. 107 f.; Studies in Sophocles pp. 75 f., plate 13 (facsimile 
of Venice 470, part of fol. 120°) ; Vittorio De Marco, Scholia in Sophoclis 
Oedipum Coloneum (Romae, [1952]) p. v. Parchment, ca. 1465 A.D., 
345 X 242 mm., 303 foll, 37 lines. Written in the handwriting of Teopycos 
dpyryp of Crete, scribe of the Venice 221 (cf. J. L. Heiberg, “ Handschrift- 
liches zum Commentar des Simplicius zu Aristoteles de caelo," Sttzungs- 
berichte der königlich Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin 
Jahrgang 1892, I. Halbband p. 65 and facsimile sample on plate 1, middle 
section; cf. Pfeiffer, Callimachus II pp. Lxx f.; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber p. 70; Lobel, The Greek Manuscripts of Aristotle’s 
Poetics p. 51; I am indebted to Professor Aubrey Diller for some pertinent 
references). In the same handwriting of this priest Georgius of Crete are 
also the following mss.: Alexandria, Patriarchal Library, ms. 430 (formerly 
57) fol. 62-108 (cf. Mooxovas, KardAoyoc rs Ilarpuapxucys. BeBAcoOnxys I p. 
325; W. G. Waddell, * Codex Alexandrinus Aesopi fabularum," Byzantion 6 
[1931] pp. 327 ff. and plate 13) ; Leiden, Rijks-Universiteit, B.P.G. 16 L 
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(cf. B. A. van Groningen, Short Manual of Greek Palaeography? (Leiden, 
1955] p. 64 and plate 12) ; Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.T.3.10 (accord- 
ing to Lobel, loc. cit.) ; Vatic. gr. 36, part of Urbin. gr. 145, Urbin. gr. 146, 
Venice gr. 480 (according to Pfeiffer, loc. cit. ; on Venice 480, cf. Gallavotti, 
Theocritus p. 281) ; and four mss. that include Theocritus in the ** Perugia 
recension ?: Perugia D 67; Turin B.III.11, Paris grec 2721, Paris 2726 
(according to Carolus Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur Bucolici graeci? 
[Romae, 1955] pp. Lxxiv, 283 f.). Georgius was a copyist employed by 
Cardinal Bessarion. The Venice 470 is a former Bessarion ms. (although 
not listed in his inventory of 1468, published by Omont, Revue des biblio- 
théques 4 [1894] pp. 149 ff.). — Fol. 17 Vita; 1° arg. to Hec.; 1" Hecuba; 
18v arg. to Orest. ; 19" Orestes; 41° arg. to Phoen.; 41"—64' Phoenissae; 
64" arg. to Androm. ; 64% Andromache; 80Y arg. to Hippol. ; 81" Hippolytus; 
99" arg. to Med.; 100'-114r Medea (1-730, 825 iepás — 1028, 1134-1338). 
The omission of the lines Med. 731—825 paxdpwv occurred within the con- 
tinuous writing of the text on fol. 109°, without any indication of the text 
gap; the lines Med. 1029-1133 are omitted in a similar manner on fol. 111", 
and the incomplete text of the Medea ends with line 1338 on fol. 114", in 
its 19th line, with the rest of the page left blank (cf. below, p. 325, on the 
text contents of the Medea in the ms. Athos Iberon 161; cf. below, p. 374) 
Moschopulean scholia on Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae. Sparse scholia on 
Andromache 4—651. I deal here only with the triad which is Moschopulean 
in text and scholia: cf. Hec. 21 dxoAero, 76 eiSov- el8ov yap, 94 ayrjos, 318 
ayakpóv, 582 0' om., 620 xdAJuara evrexvorare, 757 SovAcvoa, 758 érápkeav, 866 
rodeos, 879 ovvérrat, 923 S€ rou 959 ws dy ayvwota, 1175 rapdocov (yp. ápácawv), 
Orest. 61 ovpopopds, 69 óxosj«cÓ', 116 aràca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oiv wy, 
228 8€uas, 286 &rápas épyov és, Phoen. 84 rúas, 459 prius r’ om., 607 zA0es 
kai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xravw, 635 OnBaiwv, 673 $vvire. 

For the rest of the ms., cf. below, pp. 374 f. The Venice 470 must have 
been written around 1465 A.D., but not later than 1468, for Georgius of 
Crete used for the Venice 470, among his sources, the mss. Venice 468 (cf. 
Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 76) and Venice 471 (cf. below, p. 374) which 
were donated by Bessarion to San Marco in 1468. The Venice 470 was 
possibly written in Italy. 

Incidentally, the ms. Venice 470 is in Sophocles the most complete repre- 
sentative of the Triclinian edition of Sophocles. Georgius the Cretan copied 
it, as it seems, directly from the autograph of Triclinius, which must have 
been extant as late as the second half of the 15** century. That autograph 
did not survive until our time. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 515 (No. di collocazione 772). Cf. 
Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca p. 278. Paper, 14th cent., 
218 X 142 mm., 159 foll, 24-25 lines. The Euripides part of the ms. is 
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of the early 14" century. The ms. was once no. 461 in the library of 
Cardinal Bessarion (cf. Omont, Revue des bibliothéques 4 [1894] p. 168). — 
Fol. 1" Vita (a later addition) ; 2"-27% Hecuba; 28'-29r blank; 29v—64" 
Orestes ; 657—667 blank ; 66"-101Y Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia on the 
three plays. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 d&ov- «ióov yàp, 94 
dyAjos, 318 opuxpóv, 620 xdAdora ebrexvorare, 959 ws ay dyvwoia, Orest. 61 
ovupopás, 69 xoa’, 116 oraca y' èr’, 286 éwdpas &pyov és, Phoen. 79 és, 
84 midas, 459 prius r’ om., 607 HAGes xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) xrave, 615 
ó€ ye pot. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 614 (No. di collocazione 889). Cf. 
Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca p. 315. Paper, early 16% 
cent., 23 X 16 cm., 1 +112 +1 foll. (at the beginning fol. 1 and 1-2, at the 
end fol. 110-112 and 1, are blank), 14 lines. Ownership entry on fol. 2v: 
'"Avópe(ov trav dpayxioxwy Kai roy éavroU iov. — Fol. 37 Vita; 3" arg. to Hec. ; 
4* Hecuba; 49* arg. to Orest. ; 507-109v Orestes. The text is Moschopulean: 
cf. Hec. 318 opsxpov, 421 wevryjxovr’ dpoipoe 81) réxyav, 582 & om., 620 kdàdiora 
eirexyorare, 923 8é rou, Orest. 61 avudopds, 162 ap’ om., 169 ov ww, 286 éxapas 
Epyov és. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco IX 11 (No. di collocazione 1196). 
Once in the library SS. Giovanni e Paolo under no. 36: cf. (D. M. Berar- 
delli» Nuova Raccolta d'opuscols scientific e filologici 20 (Venezia, 1770) 
pp. 195 f. ; Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. vit note *. Paper, second 
half of the 15 cent., 282 X 204 mm., 159 foll., 23 lines. The handwriting 
is that of Ioannes Rhosus (cf. above, p. 143). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 28° Orestes; 
64” index personarum to Med.; 65° Medea; 94” arg. to Androm.; 95" An- 
dromache; 121-159% Phoenissae. We deal here only with the triad. The 
text of the triad is Moschopulean (although it is not entirely consistent 
and shows occasionally some old readings): cf. Hec. 265 xpoog¢dypara, 318 
opixpov, 421 wevrnxovr’ üápoipot 87 Tékvov, 082 0" om., 620 kdAAwra. eirexvorare, 
923 8é rou Orest. 61 ovpdopds, 116 oraca y' éx’, 169 olv ww, 228 ŝépas, 
Phoen. 607 2A0es xai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) crave, 635 OnBaiwy, 673 Cvvi«e. 

For the rest of the ms., cf. below, pp. 361, 376. 

Veniee, Biblioteca Marciana, greco IX 12 (No. di collocazione 1040). 
Once in the library SS. Giovanni e Paolo, no. 35: cf. <Berardelli,» Nuova 
Raccolta 20 (1770) p. 195; Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. vir note **. 
Paper, 15‘ cent., 215 X 145 mm., 106 foll., 14 lines. — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 
46° arg. to Orest. ; 477-1067 Orestes. Moschopulean scholia on the two plays. 
The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 76 «ióov- «iov yàp, 318 opixpov, 751 
SovAcvoat, 758 érdpxeav, 923 Bé rou, 959 ws av ayywola, Orest. 61 avpdopds, 
116 oraca y’ èr’, 228 Séuas, 407 (èx om.) davracparwv, 447 xpos, 750 oreipwv 
ramp, 1602 85 om. 

Vienna, Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. philosophicus et philo- 
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logicus graecus 143 (cf. Daniel de Nessel, Catalogus, sive recensio specialis 
omnium codicum manuscriptorum graecorum, nec non linguarum orten- 
talium, Augustissimae Bibliothecae Caesareae Vindobonensis | Vindobonae- 
Norimbergae, 1690] IV p. 82). Paper, 15t cent., 233 X 165 mm., 108 foll., 
14 lines. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec.; 2% Hecuba; 47° arg. to Orest.; 
48'-107% Orestes. The text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 ázoAero, 265 rpo- 
odaypara, 318 opixpov, 421 mevrz«ovr' dopo 85) réxvov, 582 & om., 620 xdàMorta 
evrexyorare, 907 kaAvmra, 923 8é roe, Orest. 61 avudopas, 162 ap’ om., 169 
ovy viv, 228 Oépuas. 

Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl., cod. philos. philol. graec. 161 (cf. 
Nessel IV p. 92; Josef Bick, Die Schreiber der Wiener griechischen Hand- 
schrifien [Museion. Abhandlungen, I. Wien-Prag-Leipzig, 1920] pp. 41 f.; 
Hans Gerstinger, “ Johannes Sambucus als Handschriftensammler," Fest- 
schrift der Nalionalbibliolhek zu Wien herausgegeben zur Feter des 200- 
jährigen Bestehens des Gebäudes [Wien, 1926] pp. 341 f., 371; Turyn, 
Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 40; Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 
128 f.). Paper, 1412 A.D., 222 X 144 mm., 339 foll., 12-15 lines. Written by 
Kovoravrivos 6 Kerfas and subscribed in May, 1412 (fol. 176", at the end of the 
Euripides part), and on October 27, 1412 (fol. 336", at the end of the Sopho- 
cles part) : cf. Bick, loc. cit. Facsimile samples of Ketzas’ writing: from the 
Vienna phil. 161 in Bick plate 30° (and from the Vienna phil. 197 in Bick 
plate 305; cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 43. On Vienna 197, cf. below, p. 162). 
Former owners: @ecdwpos maras; MavovjA ô TaAnowrys 6 péyas jnjrop THs 
peydAns éxxAnoias (11548; cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber 
p. 275; Gerstinger, op. cit. p. 341; Bick, op. cit. p. 42 note 1); Ioannes 
Sambucus. — Fol. 17 arg. to Hec. (end); 2Y Hecuba (1-84, 131-end) ; 53Y 
arg. to Orest. (incomplete, for between fol. 53 and 54 probably 8 folios 
containing the end of the argument to Orest. and Orestes 1-177 5ópov were 
lost); 54° Orestes (180 ino yàp — end); 115% arg. to Phoen.; 1177-176" 
Phoenissae. Moschopulean scholia, with an admixture of scholia from other 
sources (e.g., from Planudes, from the paraphrase, etc.). The text is, on 
the whole, Moschopulean, although it occasionally departs from the Mos- 
chopulean tradition: cf. Hec. 21 ámóAero, 76 eióov: eidov yàp, 318 opixpor, 
582 0" om., 923 8é rou 959 ws dv dyvwoia, 1175 rapácwv, Orest. 228 Sépas, 
286 émdpas €pyov és, 535 abróv, 1684 (vos, Phoen. 171 ris móĝev, 610 (xara- 
om.) xravo, 673 évvy«e. 

Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl., cod. philos. philol. graec. 163 (cf. 
Nessel IV p. 93; Karl von Holzinger, Die Aristophaneshandschriften der 
Wiener Hofbibliothek [Sitzungsberichte der Kais. Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften in Wien. Philos.-Histor. Kl. 167. Band, 4. Abhandlung. Wien, 
1911] pp. 50 ff. ; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 40; Studies in Sopho- 
cles p. 77). Paper, 14t? cent., 222 X 145 mm., 341 foll., 16 lines. According 
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to a note on fol. 27, bought by Augerius de Busbecq (1522-1592) in Con- 
stantinople (cf. Biographie Nationale III [Bruxelles, 1872] cols. 180 ff.; 
Josef Bick, * Wanderungen griechischer Handschriften," Wiener Studien 
34 [1912] pp. 143 ff., 147). — Fol. 1" Hecuba (1068—end) ; 8" arg. to Orest. ; 
8" Orestes (1-512, [607—609 m. post.,] 610—705, 739-743, 976-end) ; 557 
arg. to Phoen.; 56'-108* Phoentssae (1-1751). Moschopulean scholia. The 
text is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 1266 & om., Orest. 116 oraga y' èr’, 228 &pas 
m.pr. (yp. péàņ m.post.), 286 érdpas épyov és, 403 worepov, 1684 (qvos, Phoen. 
84 wvAas, 607 7A0«s xai yap, 615 8€ ye por. 

Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl, cod. philos. philol. graec. 180 (cf. 
Nessel IV p. 105). Paper, 15*^ cent., 22 X 14 cm., 155 foll., 16 lines. Bought 
by Augerius de Busbecq in Constantinople (cf. fol. 1", 154") ; cf. above; 
cf. Bick, Wiener Studien 34 (1912) p. 147. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1° arg. to 
Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 42! arg. to Orest. ; 42% Orestes; 9''* arg. to Phoen. ; 98- 
153” Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia on the three plays; also some scholia 
from other sources, e.g., some Planudean scholia, are included. The hand 
of the scribe of the ms. London, Harley 5725 (our symbol U), i.e., possibly 
the hand of Andreas Donus (cf. below, p. 209), added at a later date several 
scholia from the dyad tradition y. The text of the Vienna 180 is Moscho- 
pulean: cf. Hec. 21 axwAero, 318 ejuxpov, 582 0' om., 757 SovAevca, 758 
érapxeay, 907 kaAvmre, 923 8€ rou Orest. 116 oraca y' èx’, 162 dp’ om., 169 
ovv vv, 228 Seuas, Phoen. 84 widas, 459 prius r' om., 569 jy«ijaro, 591 
okTTDpa. 

Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl, cod. philos. philol. graec. 197 (cf. 
Nessel IV p. 111; Bick, Die Schreiber der Wiener griechischen. Hand- 
schriften pp. 42 f., plate 305; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 43). Paper, 1413 A.D., 
222 X 148 mm., 243 foll. Written by several scribes. The folios 607—243' 
of the ms. were written by Kwvoravrivos 6 Ker(as (identified by Bick, loc. cit.) 
and subscribed (without his name) in May, 1413 (on fol. 2437). Ker(as 
wrote also the Vienna phil. gr. 161 (cf. above, p. 161). A facsimile sample 
from the Vienna 197 appears in Bick plate 305 (from Vienna 161, plate 
307). Former owner (fol. 1"): Sebastian Tengnagel (cf. Gerstinger, Jo- 
hannes Sambucus pp. 287 f., 345 f. ; Christian Gottlieb Jócher, Allgemeines 
Gelehrten-Lezicon IV [ Leipzig, 1751] cols. 1053 f.). — Fol. 17 Hecuba (209- 
end); 32Y arg. to Orest.; 33' Orestes; 84” arg. to Phoen.; 86'-141" 
Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia (with some admixture from other sources, 
old and Planudean). In the Euripides part of the volume, only fol. 60'— 
141v (Orestes 933—end, Phoenissae) are written by Kerfas. The text is 
Moschopulean : cf. Hec. 318 ojuxpóv, 560 dydApara, 959 às dy dyvwota, Orest. 
228 epas, 424 eimrov kakos, 446 wpós, 535 avrüv, 1684 (qvos, Phoen. 47 xpécr, 
253 otcerat, 271 6ópovs, Phoen. 610 (xara- om.) xravo. 

Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl, cod. philos. philol. graec. 242 (cf. 
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Nessel IV p. 130). Paper, 1451 A.D., 215 X 143 mm., 134 foll., 16 lines. The 
Euripides part is subscribed on fol. 98": f} éreAew60(9) ever (e) ,5 BU yov 0 
(ex 5 correctum ab ipso scriba) j3y $e(vpovdp.) os (0)v(8Bucruov) ns ce (February, 
1451 A.D., was the 14*^ indiction). According to a note on fol. 134" (referred 
to by Gerstinger, Johannes Sambucus p. 373), the ms. was either written 
or owned by puya%A 9 oBapds (I think, it was rather the scribe of the ms.). 
Later owner: Sambucus (cf. Gerstinger, loc. cit.). — Fol. 1" Vita; 2" arg. to 
Hec.; 3° Hecuba; 41* arg. to Orest.; 43'—98* Orestes. Thoman Vita and 
Thoman scholia on Hecuba 1-282 (through fol. 10") ; Moschopulean scholia 
on Hecuba 288-end and on Orestes 1-850 (on fol. 117-717). Also the poetic 
text divides into two sections, as suggested by the change in the scholia, but 
the border line of the two text sections is fol. 157/15v. The first text section, 
Hecuba 1—428, is Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 oxnvnv, 164 érapwyds čorar, 394 ons 
om. a.c. It represents the first Thoman edition and agrees closely with the 
Thoman mss. Z and Za (cf. above, p. 99): cf. Hec. 245 rev pòv y^várov 
ZZa and Vienna 242; Hec. 369 &€pyao’ éw Z Vienna 242, depyace w Za. 
This Thoman section of Vienna 242 is more closely affiliated with Z than 
with Za (even if we consider the possible readings of Za before some original 
leaves of Za were lost): cf. Hec. 258 & om. Zi Vienna 242! (also om. L): 
habent Za, Z* Vienna 242*. — 'The main part of the Vienna 242 (Hecuba 
429-end, and Orestes) has a Moschopulean text: cf. Hec. 560 dydApara, 
582 0' om., 620 xdAAwora eirexvorare, 707 SovrActoa, 758 émápkeuav, 907 xadAvrret, 
923 8€ rou Orest. 116 araca y’ èr’, 169 oby vv, 228 8éuas, 286 émdpas Epyow és. 

The Hesiod portion of the Vienna 242 is Moschopulean (cf. Schultz, Die 
handschriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 31). 

Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl., cod. philos. philol. graec. 289 (cf. 
Nessel IV p. 143; von Holzinger, Sitzungsberichte der Akademie Wien, 
Philos.-Histor. Kl. 167, 4. pp. 71 ff.; Bick, Die Schreiber der Wiener grie- 
chischen Handschriften pp. 59 ff.). Paper, about 1500 a.p., 203 X 152 mm., 
191 foll., 23-24 lines. A Western copy written by one ®payxicxos: (fol. 78") 
eyw ppayxioxos às rdxurra yéypaoa ; (fol. 927) edpuridov réAos Pownce: dpay- 
xioxos yéypada. A facsimile sample is to be found in Bick, plate 52 (fol. 
101v: Phoen. 982-1007). Former owners: Cardinal Thomas Bakács (1450- 
1521), Augerius de Busbecq (cf. Bick, op. cit. p. 60; above, p. 162; Bick, 
Wiener Studien 34 [1912] p. 117). — Fol. 157-427 Hecuba (5-end); 43° 
Orestes; 78" arg. to Phoen. ; 80'—91v, 937'-116v, 92° Phoenissae ; 92* metrical 
arg. to Phoen. Some notes in Greek and Latin. The text is Moschopulean: 
cf. Hec. 21 ámoAero, 94 ayAnos, 274 wapyidos, 318 ajuxpóv, 421 mevrykovr' 
dpoipa 85) Téxvov, 582 6 om., 757 SovrAciam, 758 èmdpreav, 907 kaAvmre,, 923 
& ror, Orest. 61 cupdpopds, 162 dp’ om., 228 Béuas, 286 érápas čpyov és, 326 
dar’, 327 kakàv póxÜov, Phoen. 84 widas, 171 ris woGev, 459 prius 7' om., 569 
npelaro. 
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Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl., cod. philos. philol. graec. 302 (cf. 
Nessel IV p. 146; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 172 f.; 
Martin Wittek, * Liste des manuscrits de Lucien," Scriptorium 6 [1952] 
p. 318). Paper, beginning of the 16% cent, 196 X 155 mm., 297 foll. 
Written by several hands. Once owned by Sambucus (cf. Gerstinger, Jo- 
hannes Sambucus p. 376). — Fol. 34” Vita; 35° arg. to Hec.; 36° Hecuba; 
79r arg. to Orest.; 80'-109r Orestes. Mixed scholia on Hecuba, mainly 
Moschopulean and Thoman. The text of Hecuba at the beginning, Hec. 
ca. 1-210 (through fol. 42v), is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 74 $iAss «l8ov, 92 xai 
pyv kai rode, 200 éx0iorav om. a.c. — Then, the main part of the Hecuba 
text, Hec. ca. 211-1257 (fol. 437-777), is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 
opuxpov, 060 aydApara, 582 0' om., 757 BovAevcau 907 xaAvmre, 923 8' Er, 
1119 cot re xai, 1175 rapaáccov. 

The end of Hecuba, ca. 1258-end, and Orestes are a transcript of the 
Aldine edition: cf. below, p. 383. 

Gr. — Wolfenbüttel, Herzog August Bibliothek, cod. Gudianus graec. 15. 
Cf. above, pp. 61 ff. The symbol Gr. applies to the original first hand of the 
Wolfenbüttel ms.; the symbol Gu. refers to the other hand which added 
scholia in a smaller script. The scholia on the triad in this ms. were 
analyzed by me previously. The ms. is important as a carrier of Planudean 
scholia. The text of the triad by Gr. is Moschopulean. In giving here the 
pertinent evidence, I disregard the later replacement (Hec. 1-90) and quote 
readings only from the original text of the triad. The poetic text of the 
Wolfenbüttel ms. is just Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 318 ejuxpóv, 582 & om. a.c., 
620 xdAXdora evrexvwrare a.C., 907 xkaAémre (ita Gr.: yp. pirre Gu.), 923 
cé rot, 959 ws dy dyvocía, 1175 rapdcowy (yp. dpácawv), Orest. 61 avudopdas, - 
116 oraca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 169 oty vw, 228 8cpas, 286 é&rdpas čpyov és, 
326 dar’, 327 kaxov póxðwv, 373 dvrémrov, 378 éféXawov, 403 sórepov, Phoen. 
84 mvAas, 171 ris wóÜev, 459 prius r om., 569 juetyaro, 591 oxyrrpa, 607 
7A0es kai yàp, 610 (xara- om.) krav. 

The poetic text of the Wolfenbüttel ms. is just another trivial representa- 
tive of the Moschopulean tradition. It is noteworthy that there is in this 
ms. no trace of some special text recension or of some special variety of the 
Moschopulean recension, in spite of the fact that this ms. carries some 
Planudean scholia (both by Gr. and Gu.). This is the same situation which 
we have noticed in the poetic text in other mss. that carry Planudean scholia, 
like Y, Yf, Yv. 

It was only an accident that in the past the Wolfenbüttel ms. attracted 
the attention of German editors because of its scholia, whose real character 
was not understood before Dindorf. And even Dindorf did not make an 
entirely adequate analysis of those scholia (cf. above, p. 63). Except for 
its Byzantine scholia, the ms. appears to lack any essential value. 
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VI. THE THOMAN RECENSION 


In our general discussion of the Byzantine recensions made at the begin- 
ning of this book (cf. above, pp. 42 ff.), I set forth the basic facts about 
the important and essential elements of the Thoman commentary, like the 
Thoman Vita of Euripides and the arguments to the single plays of the 
triad as well as the scholia on the three plays. I remind the reader that 
the Thoman commentary appears in a pure form in the ms. Z (Cambridge 
Nn.3.14 fol. 17-121", the first part of the volume) and in its gemellus Za 
(Arundel 540). The inference was quite obvious that the poetic text of 
those manuscripts, with its peculiar interpolations, was likewise Thoman, 
and we used it in the discussion of the Moschopulean recension for the 
attestation of Thoman readings. Another problem arises in connection with 
the Thoman recension. It has been stated by me (cf. above, p. 99) that I 
considered Z and Za to represent the first Thoman recension while I assumed 
the other Thoman mss. to stem from the second Thoman recension of which 
Zb has been used above as a representative. The common affiliation of both 
the first and the second recension is manifested by a very great number of 
common interpolations and by the presence of Thoman scholia, if any, in 
those mss. The difference between the first and the second Thoman recen- 
sion reveals itself: 


1. in the presence of peculiar interpolations in the first recension only 
(i.e., in Z and Za) — interpolations that do not appear in the second recen- 
sion, e.g.: Orest. 97 Z&«v ZZa, Orest. 427% wpagas ZZa. Sometimes, those 
peculiarities of the first recension seem to have been simply unintentional 
oversights which were corrected in the second recension, e.g.: Hec. 824 
pev om. ZZa (habent ZbZcZsZu) ; 

2. in the appearance in the second recension of a new interpolation that 
did not appear in the first recension, e.g.: Hec. 120 8 veteres, Moschopulus, 
ZZa: & ó ZbZcT' ; 

3. in a different treatment (in the adoption or rejection, as the case may 
be) of a Moschopulean reading in the first recension on one hand and in 
the second recension on the other hand, e.g., cf. Phoen. 560 (above, p. 114) ; 

4. in some modifications of the scholia of the first recension by an exten- 
sion of their first wording in the second recension, e.g., in the scholium on 
the beginning of Phoenissae (cf. below, p. 166) ; 

5. in the addition of some entirely new scholia in the second recension — 
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scholia that did not appear in the first recension represented by Z and Za. 
This point requires an elaboration. 

E.g., on Hec. 142 there is no Thoman scholium in Z or Za. But in a ms. 
of the second Thoman recension, Zb, there is the following scholium (cf. 
Dindorf I p. 256.23—26) : eixórws spós rò wwAov éwyveyxe TO áxó rev palov: 
oi yàp vGÀot ydAaxrt rpépovrar. f) TO dwo pav åvri rov awd roù coU oryfovs, 
xal THS ONS mpòs altyy gvouyns wpoowabeias. The Thoman authorship of this 
scholium is additionally certified by Triclinius who repeated the scholium 
with a capital initial projected to the left (instead of érjveyxe Zb and also 
Gu., Triclinius wrote éryyay« Tt). If we assume that Z and Za are direct 
copies of the Thoman autograph of the first recension, then the fact that 
this scholium is missing both in Z and Za shows that it did not exist at all 
in the first recension. Then, it is an addition of the second Thoman 
recension. 

On Hec. 320, there is no Thoman scholium in Z or Za; only above the 
line, above % ydpis, there is a gloss 7) ru Z£Zat!, But in Zb, apart from the 
same gloss, there is in the margin the following scholium (cf. p. 297.1—4 
Dindorf): 9 yàp ópev rovrov ruwjs agtovpevov, xpos róv (ita Gu. Tt: ro Zb) 
éyxeipevoy dvaye Tov vovy, Jyyovpevos abróv pnd’ dy pera Üdvarov obro Tıpaoba, 
ef py woAXOv dgios 7v repov Zb. Triclinius gives the scholium beginning with 
the gloss thus: ‘H xdpis: 4 rij: 9 yap ópõv «rA., with a capital initial pro- 
jected to the left. 

I have already dealt with the initial scholium on Phoentssae (cf. above, 
p. 44). At the beginning of the scholia on Phoen., there is in Z and Za 
only this short scholium which we can refer to Phoen. 3 (I quote Z): 
Téccapés ciow of HAiov Umrroc ottw KaAovpevor’ xpovos, aifw, aorparn, BpovrTy* 
ddor 5€ aow ws Svo* Adurwv xai $atÜov ($aai0- ZZa). But in Zb, we read 
the scholium on Phoen. 3 in an enlarged form, preceded by these words: 
Tavra Táyra pos Tov WALoy amoreive: lokdary, Svoxepaivovoa ba rà ovpBavra. 
The whole scholium appears in T in the handwriting of Triclinius: Tavra 
mayta TpÓs Tov yALov axoreiver ioxaoty, Svoxepaivovoa 5a rà avp[Jáyra. réocapes 
& eioi pAlov — $acÜoy Tt. The scholium in T has the initial capital pro- 
jected to the left. It is clear that the words Tavra — ovpfavra are an addition 
of the second Thoman edition. 

At the beginning of Hecuba, I noticed a few Thoman scholia of the 
second edition, carried by Zb, but missing in ZZa, e.g.: schol. Hec. 224 
(p. 273.14 ecixorws — 16 pei{ova) habet Zb: om. Z (original folio lost in Za) ; 
schol. Hec. 260 (p. 283.5 rò worepa — € évxov) habet Zb: om. ZZa; schol. 
Hec. 274 (p. 286.3-11) habet Zb: om. ZZa. What is most surprising is 
the fact that all these scholia are not carried by T (the corresponding sec- 
tions of T are by T*). We are confronted with a puzzling situation. It 
‘seems that Triclinius, in writing Thoman scholia in T, used a Thoman 
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source of the second recension which was not complete in its compilation 
of the Thoman scholia. Accordingly, the value of Zb for scholia appears 
to be even higher that we would expect it to be, since we cannot rely only 
on ZZa and T for Thoman scholia. A future editor of the Thoman scholia 
will have to take into account not only ZZa, but also Zb and, of course, T. 
Incidentally, it is most interesting that the Thoman scholia just quoted do 
appear in the Wolfenbüttel ms. by the other hand Gu. "Therefore, for 
Thoman scholia attested by Zb, but missing in ZZa and in T, the evidence 
of Gu. is obviously valuable, and in such cases the testimony of Gu. should 
be included in the apparatus of a future scholia edition whenever Gu. 
exhibits the scholium in question. 

On this occasion, I should like to repeat what I said before, that Tri- 
clinius occasionally modified the elements of the Thoman commentary, i.e., 
the Vita, the arguments and scholia, while integrating them into his final 
copy T. The authentic Thoman form in each case is to be found in Thoman 
manuscripts. It remains a future task of scholarship to make a compre- 
hensive edition of the Byzantine scholia on Euripides, an edition which 
would naturally present also the Thoman scholia (with Triclinian variants 
recorded for the sake of completeness). 

Our basie concern now is the presentation of Thoman readings in the 
poetic text of Euripides. I shall continue using the same method used above 
in the presentation of the Moschopulean readings. Readings appearing in 
ZZa only (and not shared by Zb or any other Thoman ms.) represent the 
first Thoman recension. In cases of unique readings appearing in Z and Za 
only (i.e., in the first Thoman recension only), I shall use both Z and Za, 
because the concurrent testimony of the two mss. will make the evidence 
more positive. Otherwise, I shall use Z alone to attest the first Thoman 
recension. For the second recension, I shall use in most cases Zb. But we 
should be aware that Zb is just one of the representatives of the second 
Thoman recension. The second Thoman recension — as I pointed out above 
(p. 100) with regard to Euripides, and elsewhere (cf. Turyn, Studies in 
Sophocles pp. 46 f.) with regard to Sophocles — presumably had & master 
copy that carried in some cases exclusively Thoman readings, but in some 
other cases it was annotated with optional variants. Consequently, its de- 
scendants could be at variance in many cases. Sometimes, Zb would agree 
with Z. Sometimes Zb would differ from Z, but some other Thoman mss. 
of the second recension would follow Z. On the whole, with regard to very 
many readings of the first Thoman recension, the second recension clung 
faithfully to the Thoman interpolations. In some cases, new interpolations 
arose in the second recension. Occasionally, I shall also quote, apart from 
Zb, or especially if the testimony of Zb is unavailable or if a Thoman inter-, 
polation is to be found in some other Thoman ms., some other Thoman ms. 
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of the second recension, like Zc or Zd or Zm or Zo or Zs or Zu, in order to 
give a broader evidence from the Thoman tradition. Let me also remind 
the reader that the original portion of the Triclinian volume T, symbolized 
by us T*, belonged to the second Thoman recension. Therefore, T* is vir- 
tually another witness of the second Thoman recension; in many cases, the 
reading T" was corrected by Triclinius into what we recorded as T* even in 
the original Thoman sections of the volume T. 

A list of the Thoman readings in Euripides follows (some trifling variants 
are omitted). 

Hecuba 3 yeyos MAVRSXXaZP*Zc T*: om. Z% (periit Za). The begin- 
ning of Za is missing, therefore we cannot be too positive whether the 
omission of yeyws was a common feature of Z**Za intended by their common 
source, or just an individual oversight by Ze«. (The Vienna phil. gr. 242 — 
cf. above, p. 163 — omitted yeyos in linea and added it supra lineam, but 
Vienna 242 in that section seems to be a direct copy of Z.) The omission 
of yeyos may have been a metrical interpolation in a line that exceeded 12 
syllables — this happens quite often in medieval mss. and was a favorite 
procedure of Thomas.!?? At any rate, it would have been an interpolation 
of the first recension only. We can visualize the intended Byzantine measure- 
ment of the line: IIoAv8opos ‘ExaBys rais rys Kiootos. 


183 The purpose of such a metrical interpolation was to reduce a line that had 
more than 12 syllables to a dodecasyllable through the omission of a short word 
that could be removed without affecting the sense of the line. Of course, this was 
done without any heed for the classical quantities. A dodecasyllable was sought 
instead of a longer line that obviously seemed irregular if it exceeded 12 syllables. 
In all the cases which I am going to quote, the line in question, after the change 
indicated, counts 12 syllables. E.g., cf.: Hec. 394 ons om. Thomas; Hec. 982 pé» 
(*u4» om.) el Thomas; Orest. 415 mèr om. Thomas (also Sa, Venice 468); Orest. 
1337 xal om. CL. The same intention caused this change: Phoen. 1234 Bi(or om.) o» 
Thomas. In view of this Byzantine habit, metrical omissions, even if they appear 
coincidentally in a few mss. (possibly also in some recentiores), cannot be con- 
sidered indicative of any affiliation or kinship of the mss. considered. 

On Byzantine dodecasyllables, cf.: Isidor Hilberg, Wiener Studien 8 (1886) pp. 
282-314, 9 (1887) pp. 207-222, 10 (1888) pp. 50-92; Hilberg, Byzantinische 
Zeitschrift T (1898) pp. 337-365; Paul Maas, "Der byzantinische Zwólfsilber," 
Byzantinische Zeitachrift 12 (1903) pp. 278-323; Franz Dolger, Die byzantinische 
Dichtung in der Reinsprache (Handbuch der griechischen und lateinischen Philologie 
herausg. von Bruno Snell und Hartmut Erbse. C, 1. Berlin, 1948) pp. 39f.; 
Marcello Gigante, Poeti italobizantini del secolo XIII (Collana di studi greci 
diretta da Vittorio de Falco, 22. Napoli, [1953]) pp. 133 ff.; now cf. also John 
Jackson, Marginalia scaenica (Oxford, 1955) pp. 3, 241. — For Byzantine versifica- 
tion technique in iambic lines familiar to Thomas Magistros, we can compare, e.g., 
verses of Joseph the Philosopher coming from the same scholarly milieu (cf. M. 
Treu, “Der Philosoph Joseph," Byzantinische Zeitschrift 8 [1899] pp. 39-42; 
"Christianus Walz, Rhetores Graeci 3 [Stuttgartiae-Tubingae, 1834] pp. 473-477). 

Incidentally, the very fact of the lax prosodical technique of that time strongly 
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Hec. 53 oxgyyjs MAVRSXXaZbT*: oxnvyv ZZc. 

Hec. 60 ópóBovAor MAVRSXXa'ZbT': óuóbovAoy viv ZZc (this interpola- 
tion invaded many mss.). 

Hec. 62 pov MAVRSXXa: pov Sépas ZZb: om. Tt. The Thoman inter- 
polation pov Séuas appears in quite many mss. 

Hec. 88 xacdv8pas MAVRSXXa, Zi ante corr., (xaco-) Zb: xacdyüpay Z^ 
post corr., ZcT*. 

Hec. 105 dpapéva MA, -n RXXaZP*, ápouévy V ápopévm S: alpapévy Z^*: 
aipouéyy ZbT*. 

Hec. 120 & (6 om.) MAVRSXXaZ: 8 o ZbT*. 

Hec. 164 érapoyós MAVRSaX XaZb: érapwyós éora: ZZu : čar’ érapwyos 'T*. 

Hec. 181 alterum pronomen uo. MVRSXXaT', add. A*: om. ZZb. 

Hec. 182 yvxas MVRSX XaZb', A (sed initium sequentis lineae periit in 
A): yvxas ép. ZZb?T*. 

Hec. 209 axóros M, aoxórov AVRSX Xa, 8.1. Tt, eis oxórov Zb : oxóro Z', 1.1. Tt. 

Hec. 352 opuxpov MAVRXXa, post corr. Tt, opixpov ex puxpdy S: juxpóv 
ZZb, ante corr. T*. 

Hec. 394 oe: AVRSXXaZbT*, [o] els M™ (o* eis M**?) : om. ZZmZo. A 
typical metrical interpolation made in order to reduce the number of sylla- 
bles in the line to twelve (cf. above, p. 168). 

Hec. 447 ueAéay MAVRSX XaZY?ZbT' : ráAawav ZZcZu. 

Hec. 620 xddAAtora kebrexvorare B! ?Ai, (ex -rara) M, xdAdora xedrexvorare 
A®: xdAdtora T' evrexvorare B^? V RZ, kaAAuorá r ebrexvorare Zb T: kdAAcrra 
(T om.) ebrexvorare X Xa, kára evrexvórare S : káAAworá T’ ebyovorare ZcT*. 
This is a variant of the second Thoman recension. Cf. above, p. 108. 

Hec. 715 doa M oor’ BAVaRSX XaZbT*: sou y’ ZT*. 

Hec. 734 ápye&o. MBR'X (deest V, legi nequit Va): dpyeioy X XaZb**A B5, 
supra lineam T': dpyeiov ZZbP*, in linea T*, S. Cf. above, p. 108. 

Hec. 171 r3o9e xoAvjjorop MB'AXXbT': rgoàe moAvjsjoropa VaRS XaZb 
T*?: (r3o80e om.) wodvpnoropa ZP*Za (-rep Z^*). A metrical interpolation 
made in order to reduce the line to a dodecasyllable: xpos avdp’ ôs apxe« 
IIoAvp3joropà x0ovos. Cf. above, p. 168. 


supports the view of S. G. Mercati who rightly refuted the possibility of Demetrius 
Triclinius' authorship of a certain poem on the feast of Sts. Basil, Gregory Nazian- 
zen, and John Chrysostom — that iambic poem most probably should be assigned to 
Ioannes Mauropus Euchaites with whose strict iambic technique the verses in ques- 
tion agree most strikingly: cf. Silvio Giuseppe Mercati, 'Presunti giambi di 
Demetrio Triclinio sulla festa dei tre Gerarchi Basilio, Gregorio Nazianzeno e 
Giovanni Crisostomo,” Miscellanea liturgica in honorem L. Cuniberti Mohlberg I 
(= Bibliotheca * Ephemerides Liturgicae," 22. Roma, 1948) pp. 419-427, especially 
P. 421. For samples of Ioannes Mauropus' poetry, cf. Cantarella, Poeti bizantini I 
pp. 161 ff., II pp. 186 ff. 
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Hec. 778 áxrs éme MBAVaRSX XaT*, (daris —) Z^: dòs ém ZZb.!*? 

Hec. 850 èyò ot kai MBAVaRSXXaT': éywye xai ZZb. This interpolation 
made in the first recension is so popular in the mss. of the second recension 
(it appears also in ZeZsZuP*) that we may assume that it was carried as 
the basic reading in the master copy of the second recension. 

Hec. 899 cor 80vva. HMBAVaRSX XaZZbZcT*: Sovva: cor ZsZu. Obviously, 
this interpolation is to be attributed only to the second recension. 

Hec. 902 nowoyv HMBAVaRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, X XaZZa, 
Zb (versu p.c. addito), ZcZuT*. This is the reading of the manuscripts, and 
a Thoman interpolation (or an oversight) appears only in a quotation made 
by Thomas elsewhere. The Moschopulean gloss, on the following word roàe, 
is dya0óy Xt!Xatl also Zas!Zet!, But in Z, there is, above xouóv, a gloss 
xaAóv Z&, and this seems to be the Thoman gloss, for also Triclinius has, 
above xowov, the gloss xaAóv (without prefix, therefore Thoman) — and, 
above rode, the Moschopulean gloss áya8óv (with cross prefix). Now, Thomas 
in one of his speeches (Ilpeofjevrixós xpos róv facia kvpóv "Avdpovixoy Tov 
IlaAavoAóyov, end of the speech published by Max Treu, Jahrbücher fur 
classische Philologie, 27. Supplementband [Leipzig, 1902] p. 24: I quote 
from cod. Vatic. gr. 714 fol. 93%) savs: ère xai rào: rar’ Evpuridyy kaAÓv 
robe iig O’ éxdote kal móe, Tov niv kaxóy kakóy TL dc yew, Tov dé xpyaróy eUrvxeiv 
(ef. Hec. 902-904). It is surprising that the Thoman gloss of Z, which 
only intended to explain the sentence, appears here in Thomas, obviously 
by mistake, as a text reading instead of xouóv. 

Hec. 936 à MBAVaRSX XaZbT': om. ZZa. 


183 The whole expression Hec. 778 worrías dxras 6». appears also in Aeschylus, 
Pers. 449, in the same position at the end of a trimeter. It is surprising that a 
variant in Aeschylus identical with the Thoman interpolation in Euripides shows 
up also in some Aeschylean mss., viz.: Aesch. Pers. 449 xorrías adds Ex: in the text 
of the Aeschylus ms. A (Milan, Ambros, C 222 inf.). Then, this interpolation 
appears as a *ypáóeracvariant in the Aeschylus ms, B (Laur. 31, 3+ Laur. 86, 3): 
Aesch. Pers. 449 wovrias dxryjs tr. B and, above the line, dÀó(s) Bye. The variant 
adds is recorded also in the Aeschylus ms. H = Heidelberg Palatin. gr. 18 (which 
is a gemellus of B) by H27p, but since it is written by another hand we can disregard 
it. It should be also noted that in the Thoman ms. of Aeschylus Cambridge Nn.3.17.A 
(cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 75), which is a continuation of the Euripidean Z, the line 
Aesch. Prom. 448 reads worrías áxris Eri, with the same spelling mistake as in the 
yedpera-variant of Zyp in Eur. Hec. 778. 

On the Aeschylus mss. A, B, H, cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 37 ff., 55, 56, respectively. 
The Aeschylus ms. B was written by Manuel Spheneas in 1287 A.D. (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 281). The famous ms. A (the A in Pindar, 
and the K in Theocritus) was written around 1300 a.D. (for the problem of its 
dating, now cf. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare pp. 240 f.). I prefer to refrain 
from making guesses as to whether that unmetrical interpolation in Aeschylus, made 


perhaps late in the 13t century, might have penetrated from Aeschylus mss. into 
the Thoman tradition of Euripides. 
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Hec. 963 Opyxns MBAVaRSX XaZbT*: Opyxav ZZs. 

Hec. 982 pév piv d MBASX Xa, yv pov € R: uév (quiv om.) & ZZbT*Va. 
This case invites some elaboration. The corruption of the text, into which 
a gloss sneaked, seems to have affected the whole old tradition. We do not 
have the pertinent portion of V. Its apograph Va has the reading pèv ei. 
This was a metrical correction of Thomas, very easy to find. As a matter 
of fact, Thomas likes shortening lines with more than 12 syllables into 
dodecasyllables. The ms. Va practiced metrical corrections on its own (cf. 
above, p. 92) and could easily make this correction, even without Thoman 
inspiration. Thus it is not so certain that Va found pév e| in V. For this 
would mean that V alone among the veíustiores, or veteres in general 
(including the recentiores), had the correct reading, while MBA and the 
recentiores were affected by a corruption — an idea that would contradict 
our fundamental concept of the filiation of the old tradition. To be sure, 
the learned scribe of V could have here conjecturally made a metrical cor- 
rection.!** At any rate, we can assume that pév jpiv el was the transmitted 
corrupt reading of the old tradition and we can consider the ejection of 
7uiv to be a correction of Thomas, made in the first recension and followed 
decidedly by the second recension (pév d also in ZcZsZu). It is astonishing 
that Moschopulus did not notice the corruption and followed the corrupt 
old reading in his recension. Of course, the ejection of the metrically ob- 
jectionable jui also occasionally appears in some Moschopulean mss. (e.g., 
Laur. 31, 21 or Laur. 31, 25). Then, any copyist could try to correct the 
line also by keeping jpiv, but ejecting rode at the end of the line (this hap- 
pened, e.g., in Sa), though, of course, $(Ay pèv el ov, mpoopiàès 8€ por 08€ 
is much better. 

Hec. 1021 rávra MBAVaRSXXaZY'ZbT': ravra ZZb?^. 

Hec. 1021 «páf(as MBARSX XaZZbT' (dispici nequit Va) : péas Zu. Ob- 
viously, an optional variant of the second recension. 

Hec. 1055 péovr. MBAVaRSXXaZT': féovre Zb.!9* 


Hec. 1184 ém MB'AVRSaXXa (cf. Stobaeus 4.22.83 [IV p. 528.18 


1* An analogous problem concerning a general corruption of the veteres and a 
correct reading or rather a metrical correction of V seems to appear in Orest. 81 
ye xal MacCSZb, dye xal MBAR: dye VXX&aZTs?: frye Tt. This would indicate that 
the scribe of V himself possibly practiced such metrical corrections. Of course, 
we assume that the manuscript V was prior to Moschopulus and Thomas — that 
is the reason why we do not admit the possibility of V being influenced by those 
grammarians. 

188 Cf. Soph. Oed. Col. 434. The above interpolation was perhaps suggested by the 
stylistic usage of that time of applying téw to emotions. E.g., cf. Theodorus Meto- 
chites, On the death of Joseph the Philosopher, in M. Treu, “ Der Philosoph Joseph,” 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 8 (1899) p. 10.13 téori ry róðw, p. 10.22 rë féovre róby. 
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W.-H.] uépyax) : péudpy ZZbZcZsZuT*. This Thoman interpolation seems to 
have prevailed in the second recension in an exclusive way. 

Orestes: the title of the play was interpolated by Thomas in the first 
recension — he changed it into Electra. This is the evidence: 

Orestes, inscr. i-o0«ois ópécrov MRS, ebpuríóov péos CBAVXbZCTS, 
eUpuribov vmoÜ«ow Ópégrov X: Evporiov HAexrpa ZZa, vwoÜeow mys "JA€xrpas 
Spauaros Xa. Cf. Schol. Ael. Aristid. III p. 603.6 Dindorf &cwep Evperidns 
éxoinaey èv 'HAéxrpa eladyov rov "AsóAAXova eis StadAaynv 'Opéarov kai MeveAdov. — 
Thomas was so consistent in giving the Orestes the title Electra that in his 
own scholium on Aristoph. Ran. 303 (a version slightly different from the 
Thoman wording is printed in Dübner, Schol. Artstoph. p. 284*.30—32 with 
the continuation on p. 520; I have checked the scholium in Thoman mss. 
of Aristophanes, Cambridge Nn.3.15.1 fol. 83" and Venice 472 fol. 68") 
he referred to the line Eur. Orest. 279 in this way : dy EvptwtSov piv 'HAéxrpa. — 
On Diog. Laert. 7.4.171 (p. 196.44 Cobet), cf. Henricus Gustavus Hueb- 
nerus, Diogenes Laertius II (Lipsiae, 1831) p. 210, and Commentarii in 
Diogenem Laerlium II (Lipsiae, 1833) p. 251. 

Orest. 13 xvóAeyov MCBAV**RSX XaT': worcuov r VP*ZZbZcZsZu'T*. Ac- 
cording to our practice, if a Byzantine reading appears in a vetustior, I 
normally disregard it, because I cannot claim that the peculiar reading in 
question was invented by the Byzantine editor. Here, it may be a fortuitous 
coincidence of the Thoman reading with V»e, for we cannot assert that 
Vre was written after the Thoman edition. Or could it be that Thomas 
knew V? At any rate, wéAeuov r’ — whether invented by Thomas or taken 
by him from some other source — is a Thoman feature. 'This Thoman 
feature is also strongly anchored in the second Thoman recension (pre- 
sumably, there was no other optional variant). 

Orest. 35 6 & MCB'AVRSXXa: ov& ZZbT*. 

Orest. 42 yAavdiwy & MCBAVRSX XaZbZur-T*, Thomas Magistros Eclog. 
p. 399.14 Ritschl (cf. Eustath. Il. p. 519.43 xai yAandiwy ow xpudBeis rap’ 
E?purióy) : xAavióuy 8" ZZsZu*cT*, xAavéóoy 8’ Ze. 

Orest. 47 prius uy MCBRSXXaZbT* (locus deest in A, evanuit in V, 
dispici nequit Va): pyre ZZsZu. 

Orest. 97 areiyey MBAVRSXXaZDbT*, crey[ev Pap. Oryrh. 1616, orixew 
C: 5é«v ZZa. This interpolation seems to be restricted to the first recension 
and to have been dropped in the second recension in favor of the normal 
reading. 

Orest. 142 alt. dwompo poo HMCBAVRX XaT': årórpoði por ZZb. 

Orest. 147 trapopov HMCBAVRSXXa: tacpodov ZZbT*. 

Orest. 168 éBares è trvov HMCBAVRSX XaZb: ééeBaAes trvov ZZàa : Bares 
vrvov Tt. 

Orest. 282 wapéywv rapÜévo MCBAVX XaZcT*: sapéxov suo loco, sed rap- 
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évo post épais traiecto RS (also Sa, Reims 1306, Munich 560, Copenhagen 
417) : vapÜcvo wapéywy ZZsZu. Perhaps in some manuscript source the word 
wap0évp was omitted and then supplemented above the line. This would 
explain the wrong location of the word in the recentiores, and also its 
insertion in a wrong place in Thomas. 

Orest. 286 érdpas épyovr MCBAVRST', Schol. Soph. Oed. Tyr. 1328 (p. 
209.15 Papageorg.: codd. LGMR): érdpas épyov és X Xa: érápas eis €pyov 
ZZcZdZsZuT*? (cf. above, p. 109). 

Orest. 289 xreivat pe xoh MCBAVRSXXaZcT' : xreivar w expnv ZZd. 

Orest. 326 yovov HMCBAVRSX XaZ*?ZaZcZdZsZu'T' : Sdpov ZZaY?. As it 
seems, this was a tentative variant in the first recension. It probably was 
not mentioned in the master copy of the second recension. 

Orest. 415 uiy MCBAVRSXXaZbT*: om. ZZdZs. A metrical interpola- 
tion prompted by the fact that the line has 13 syllables. 

Orest. 427 Spdoas MCBAVRSX XaZbT"*: wpáéas ZZa. This interpolation 
seems to be limited to the first recension. 

Orest. 482 warpos orv MCBAVRSaX XaZbT': marpòs 68 éariv ZZcT*? 

Orest. 489 xrncopat MBAVRSXXaZbT*: xexryoopac ZZcT?. This inter- 
polation was probably just an error of Thomas. 

Orest. 491 copias MCBAVRSXXa! (cf. Gregor. Corinth., Rhet. Gr. VII 
2 p. 1272.4 Walz) : ob codias Z'ZaZbT*. 

Orest. 509 ávrarokrev; MCBAVRSX XaT', avraroxrer[e Pap. Oxyrh. 1370 
(cf. Photius Berolin. p. 145.9 Heitzenstein) : (dvr- om.) áxoxreve: ZZbZcZd 
ZsZuT*. It must have been an oversight, yet this interpolation was so 
strongly adopted by Thomas that it must have been the only text reading 
also in the master copy of the second recension. 

Orest. 577 Bixqy 80óy HMCBAVRSXXaZbT': Soin Sixgv Z, Sou Sixny Za. 
The Thoman transposition of the two words seems to be limited to the first 
recension only. 

Orest. 606 ŝvorvxéorepor HMCBAVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, 
ZZbT*: 8varvxyéararoy Stobaeus 4.22.196 (IV p. 567.10 W.-H.), Euripidis 
XXa: Svoxepéorarov Xb: 8voxepéarepoy Z??Zu. This last variant is to be 
attributed to 'Thomas. Cf. above, p. 110. 

Orest. 632 xvràcis MCBAV!RXXaZbT*, xvxAois V8SZ: xweis ZY?ZdZu. 

Orest. 699 ireixo, MC™"™BAVRSX Xa, supra lineam Tt: ireixe ZZb T?C8c? : 
érovro Stobaeus 4.5.14 (IV p. 200.10 W.-H.). 

Orest. 741 ka HMCBAVRSXXaT': 5 xai ZZb!'T*. 

Orest. 747 ró8« yàp HMCB!?RS: rovro yap V: rovró y' XXaT': rade yàp 
ZZbT*? (cf. above, p. 110). 

Orest. 775 ei Aéyou' MCBAVRSaXXa: ri Aéyou! ZZbR! : ri Aéyoiui áy Tt. 

Orest. 778 pévys M*CBAVRXXXaT', pévers M**S: petvys ZZb. 


Orest. 783 padAov MCBVRSXXa, post corr. Tt: xai padAov ZZbA, ante 
corr. T*? 
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Orest. 787 ow MCBAVRSXXaT': om. ZZbA. 

Orest. 920 yj HMCBAVRSXXaZT*': wodw ZY^ZbZu. 

Orest. 922 áxépaus HMCBAVRSX XaZbFeT': dxépavoy ZZb*^T*, cf. Christus 
Pattens 395. 

Orest. 938 versum habent HMCBAVRX?*XaXbZ?Zb’*, post corr. T”, 
(ante versum 936) S: om. X*'Z'ZaZb*e, ante corr. T*. This omission was 
caused by the homoeoteleuton of 937 and 938 (both lines ending in xpewr). 
It affected the first Thoman recension and the master copy of the second 
recension, where the missing line probably was added post correctionem 
(the line is extant in ZcZdZu). 

Orest. 1012 woAvrovas MCAVRSXXa, wodAvorovas B: ovv soAvorovoss Z, 
avv moAurovos XPZb'T* (cf. Acíire 5j civ XMCB). At any rate, apart from the 
variants roAvmrovots and soAvaróvos, the bringing of oiv into the text, prompted 
by the old scholia, was a Thoman interpolation (in the old scholia, ovy was 
intended to be an explanation, not a variant). 

Orest. 1081 oixér' čo MCBARXXDbZDT*, ov[xer] ec[r:.] Pap. Genera 
91 (Revue de philologie N.S. 19 [1895] p. 106): obxér' écra. VS*Sa. (oix 
éorat S3) : oix €or’ én ZZu. 

Orest. 1141 rov' MCBAVRSXXaT': 108’ ZZb. 

Orest. 1143 prius & MCBAVRSXXaZbT*: ê) ZZa. This interpolation 
(ov ror’ ov Sei xrA.) seems to be limited to the first recension. 

Orest. 1192 way yàp tv piov HMCBVRX Xa, cav (mas p.c. aut vice versa) 
yàp €v didov S, wav yap tv piiois A: act yàp tv didov ZZbT*. 

Orest. 1215 atro MCBAVaRSXXaT?: abro ZZb. 

Orest. 1266 SAéóbapov MCBAVaRSXXaZZc*: BAé$apa ZbZciT*. 

Orest. 1267 kópaw. ore MCBAVaRX XaT', xópeat Sidore S: rópaí re 
SiSore ZZb. 

Orest. 1274 où MCBVaRSXXaT': ot ZZbA. This may be a Thoman 
interpolation caused by his not understanding the construction, but, on the 
other hand, it may be a corruption of some older source that is easy to 
explain paleographically (OY: CY). 

Orest. 1329 énov ye MCXT*: euovs ye BAVaRSXb: épovs (ye om.) ZZbZcZd, 
(pov (ye om.) Xa. It seems that the old tradition varied between éuov ye 
and éuovs ye. The same double reading probably affected the Moschopulean 
text; this would account for the divergence of X and Xb; Xa chose èuoù 
and happened to omit ye. At any rate, the omission of ye is a Thoman 
feature. 

Orest. 1406 soAéuou HMCBAVaRS*?X XaT', wodduors S??: soAéuo ZZb. 

Orest. 1445 éeXXc(vy) H'MCBAVaRSXXaTt: éucAAe wabeiv ZZb (£ueAXev 
maĝðciv H?). The Thoman interpolation was prompted by a gloss (raĝeiy 
Sas, Munich 56081, B?s!), 

Orest, 1493 oxipvov HMCBAVaRSXXaZb: os oxipvoy ZT*. 
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Orest. 1506 èx ŝópwv rojpov HMCBAVSSaX XaZb, èx Swparwy roipov R: 
roupov èx Sopwv ZT*. 

Orest. 1549 é& HMCBAVRSaX XaZbTt, è S: éx om. ZZa. This inter- 
polation seems limited to the first recension. 

Orest. 1607 yàp MCBAVRSaX XaZb: yap p ZT*8. 

Orest. 1631 jv MBVRSXXaZZbZsY?T*?, Tzetzes in Lycophr. 510 (II p. 
659 Müller, cf. II p. 184 Scheer), legi nequit C: ws Zb*"ZsT'A. Here, A 
follows a Thoman interpolation, accepted by Triclinius. The interpolation 
belonged to the second Thoman recension. 

Orest. 1681 uevéàae MCBAVRSX XaZbT*: gais pevéAae ZZa. This is an 
interpolation of the first recension only. 

Orest., subscr. réAos eUpurióov ópéorgs MBS, -crov R, réAos ópéarov eùpirið (ov) 
A, réAos Tov Ópáparos roU Ópéarov V, evpimidov ópéorys Tt: nulla subscr. X XaZb: 
evpiridov Ópdparos jÀékrpas TréAos Z, (evpirov —) Za. On the title Electra, 
instead of Orestes, in the first 'Thoman recension, cf. above, p. 44. 

Phoentssae: the title of the play was changed by Thomas into Oedipus, 
in the first recension. Since Orestes was changed into Electra in the first 
Thoman recension, we may suspect that Thomas tried to imitate the titles 
of the Sophoclean triad (Atar, Electra, Oedipus Tyrannus) by arranging 
the titles of the Euripidean triad in a similar way (Hecuba, Electra, Oe- 
dipus) with regard to the second and third plays. The manuscript evidence 
follows: 

Phoenissae, inscr. edpiriSov poivocaa CBXbZuT?, dotnaca eòpirið (ov) R, 
vrobects pomocov M AV, eipur(Bov trdbecis $owwooy X : ebpur(bov oiBirovs ZZa. 
This interpolation of the title is limited to the first recension. 

Phoen. 7/5 apyys MBAVRSXXaZZbT*: dpxov ZY?ZbY?Zs. 

Phoen. 7% «$og MBAVRSX Xa: xgóos r ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 142 éyvaptoa MCBAVRSX XaZbT': éreyvopwa ZZc. 

Phoen. 171 ris wo0ev xvpe MCBAVRSZb: ri]s w[o]Oev (xvpei om.) Pap. 
Ozyrh. 1177, ris woOev (xvpei om.) XXb: (ris om.) obey xvpet ZZu: rís 
(móĝev om.) xvpei Tt. Cf. above, p. 113; below, p. 192. 

Phoen. 174 $uxaiparo. MCBAVR!S*eX XaZbP*T', Pap. Ozyrh. 1177: pa- 
párov XSP*ZZb*c, The Thoman change was prompted by the old scholia in 
which the alternate reading is mentioned. 

Phoen. 197 zpos MCBAVRSXXaZbT': cis ZZa. 

Phoen. 223 ue MCBAVRSX XaZvZbT*t: om. ZZs. 

Phoen. 235 á&aváras MCBAVRSX Xa, supra lineam Tt: d@avadrov ZZb, in 
linea Tt. 

Phoen. 242 woka MCBAVRSXXaZZuT': supra róde vocem more add. 
Z'Y^ZaY?, but this obviously is to be understood in addition to (not instead 
of) wove as a variant wore rove (scil. rað’, ò u) réxot wore, vóA«.) , as it appears 
in some Thoman mss., more móde ZbZa. 
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Phoen. 247 réxea MCBAVRSX Xa: réxva ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 259 óp MCBAVRSX Xa" XbT': oppara ZZb. 

Phoen. 277 rives éóeorac (y) MCBAVRSXXaZ: ras d$eorocas ZbT*. 

Phoen. 350/351 «re oí8apos dr’ tps MCBAVRXZbT*, (— oi8gpos —) 
XaXbS: er’ Epis eire olSnpos ZaZu. 

Phoen. 382 ravra MCBAVRSXXaZZbT*: rade Z^, Salamanca 280. 

Phoen. 395 wapa MCBAVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, X Xa 
ZbP*T*, Plutarch. Demetr. 14 (III 1 p. 17.16 Ziegler), Lucian. Apologia 3 
(I 2 p. 104 Sommerbrodt) : xai wapa ZZb**Zu. 

Phoen. 405 yévos MCBAVRSXXaT*, Galenus Protrept. I p. 12 K. (I p. 
110.14 Marquardt) : yévos 8 Plutarch. de ert. p. 606e (ed. Teubn. III p. 
529.21), yévos 8 ZZu, 8 yévos Zb. 

Phoen. 424 dp’ ebrvyeis ov MCBAVRSX XaZbZuT': dp’ oiv evroyeis ZZcT*? 

Phoen. 426 8evpó on owéoðaı MCBARSX XaZb**T*: 8evpo cor éxeota.. V! : 
8evp' érecOai oor ZZbP*Zu. 

Phoen. 449 zxó!u, MCBAVRSX XaZbT*: sow om. ZZa. 

Phoen. 481 ra9à? MCBAVRSXXa: 108’ ZZa: rad’ ZbZcT*?Ta. It appears 
that Thomas replaced rav@’ at first by 768’ and then, in the second recension, 
by rað’. 

Phoen. 487 ad om. MCBAVRSX XaZ: aù habet ZbT*. It was only in the 
second recension that Thomas remedied the corruption of the line by in- 
serting av’. But it should be kept in mind that this is only a conjectural 
supplement, and not the only one possible.'* 

Phoen. 488 alterum pyre] ujre n MPCCBAVSXXa, pyr’ ér Z, uykérc: MR: 
pyre (re om.) Zb'T*. A correction effected in the second recension. 

Phoen. 518 ygv oixetv MCBAVRSX XaZbT": oixeiv x0óva ZZa. A very poor 
interpolation, limited to the first recension (the whole line runs there àAA' 
ci pèv dAAws tyvô’ oixeiv xPova GéXa ZZa — an unmetrical dodecasyllable). 

Phoen. 545 atray MCBAVRSXXa: abroiy ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 577 yévor’ áy tp’ MCBAVRSXXa: yévo!" ig’? ZZbT*. An excel- 
lent correction by Thomas. 

Phoen. 585 £y0.03rovy MCBVRSX XaZsZb: atoxwrroy Z'ZaZcT*A. Thomas 
liked the interchange of a£exwrroy and éx0vroy (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sopho- 
cles pp. 48, 56, on Soph. Atar 1059). 

Phoen. 629 róy8e 8' BAT*: tóv’ (altero & om.) MCVP9eRSZb*,, 768° (altero 
8' om.) V=: ravde 8 XXb: ravd’ (altero & om.) ZZb»s, also Xa (probably 
by oversight). Cf. above, p. 114. 

Phoen. 633 ai&is MCBAVRSX XaZbPeZcPeTt (aif Zb**) : om. ZZc**. 

Phoen. 656 eios MCBAVRSXXaZbT': eai ZZu. 

Phoen. 665 óAévaas MCB'AVRSXXa: óAévas ZZbT*. The genitive was 


1** I think that the correct supplement would be els, scil.: rò» lao» ad&s <els> xpóror. 
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suggested by the old scholia (cf. p. 318.8 Schwartz). The Thoman reading 
is now accepted generally. 

Phoen. 772 éseppapnyv MCBAVSZDbT*, ipe yduyy R: dhevodpny ZZa. 

Phoen. 793 dppao. MCBAVRS!X Xa: aad’ appar ZZbT*S*. 

Phoen. 842 ns (ris plurimi codd.) 4 HMCBAVRSAZDbT': ris y’ ġ ZZa. 

Phoen. 842 doreos 686s HMCB'AVRS: doreos 6565 XXa: doreós y' 0805 
ZZb : 6805 rov doreos Tt. Cf. above, p. 115. 

Phoen. 852 sápeua yovv HCBAVRS: sápeija. (yp. nápepai) yoov M, wapetpat 
yovv XXaT*: wapeipar yóvar' X: mápeuu yas ZZu, ápe yys Ze, mápeu (-ai 
s.l.) yas (yp. youv) Zb, wapeiuar yas 'T*? In this variety of readings, yas 
represents a Thoman interpolation.!*' 

Phoen. 881 reù HMCB!VARX XaZb*: rapà ZZb'T*Sa. 

Phoen. 892 re HMCBAVRSaX XaT': & ZZbT*? 

Phoen. 897 peóyes HMCBAVRSaXXa: $evyes pe Z, pevyas p’ ZbT*. 

Phoen. 945 éorw 7ibeos MCBAVRSX*eXa*c?'T*: dor 7ibeos XP*, tory 
inBeos XaP*Xb: €or’ niGeos ZZb. Thomas made this interpolation for metrical 
reasons (without realizing the possibility of measuring éorw 76cos — was this 
intended by X»*?). An analogous interpolation was made by Thomas in 
Sophocles, Oed. Tyr. 18 (cf. Turyn, Studtes in Sophocles p. 58). 

Phoen. 952 yàp MCBAVRSXXaZbT?: om. ZZa. This interpolation of 
the first recension was made metri causa (the line has 13 syllables). 

Phoen. 956 xupos MCBAVRSX XaT*??; ex0pós MelVg!Z7Zb T*. This inter- 
polation was prompted by the gloss of the old tradition. 

Phoen. 966 ns 8$oóg MCBAVRSX Xa: Soin res ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 987 xpora MCBAVRSX Xa: xpwrov ZZbT”. 

Phoen. 1035 otxos MCBAVSXXaT*, o[:]xo[:]s Pap. Lit. Lond. 76 
(= Pap. Ozyrh. 224), owo[ Pap. Soc. Ital. 1193: £y ofxas ZZbR. 

Phoen. 1058 érrárvpya MCBAVRSXXaT': éxrdrvAa ZZbZcZu. 

Phoen. 1171 wavcavres MBAVRSX XaT*: raúsovres ZZb. 

Phoen. 1176 pn où MBAPVRSXXaT*: py (où om.) ZZcZuA**. A similar 
interpolation by Thomas was made in Soph. Oed. Tyr. 13 (cf. Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles p. 58). 

Phoen. 1215 ye MB?AVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, X XaZbT* 
(re B!) : ce ZZa. 

Phoen. 1218 pyvicaa MBAVRSX XaT*: onuvac Z, onpava ZbZu. 

Phoen. 1224 siya MBAVRSXXaZb* "T! : ovyay ZZbP*ZcZu'T*. 

Phoen. 1224 orparo MBAVRSX Xa: orparov ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 1234 Bioroy MBAVRSX XaZbP'T': Bíoy ZZb*c, This interpolation 
was made by Thomas to reduce the line of 13 syllables to a dodecasyllable. 


187 The reading vov» raises the problem of the caesura in this line. Then, ef. 
Ricardus Porson, Euripidis Phoenissae (Lipsiae, 1824) pp. 06 f. ad locum; Petrus 
Elmsley, Euripidis Medea (Oxonii, 1818) pp. 137 f. 
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Phoen. 1282 (versus idem atque Phoen. 976) $v 8 torepjoys, oixopeoOa, 
karła) MBAVSXXaZZbPe, (— oiyou«Üa. xarabavy) R: om. X (etiam om. 
W*OP), om. Zb**ZuTt (in modern editions omitted since Hugo Grotius, 
Euripidis tragoedia Phoenissae [Parisiis, 1630] p. 93). There is an old 
scholium in B (p. 381.21 Schwartz) : & woAAois ob dépera. It may be that 
the second Thoman recension was promptetl by this scholium, wherever 
Thomas found it, to drop from the text the line which is a repetition of 
Phoen. 976. Triclinius likewise dropped the line and pointed out the omis- 
sion in a special scholium (which is missing in Arsenius and in Dindorf — 
I quote it from Tt fol. 1517) : 5uérepov: 1 où xaAos ri0éaaw £vravÜa ro “Iv 8 
vorepyoys, olxyópeaÜa* karÜavn* ” ovè yàp €xovat rovro rà kpeirro rov áyrtypádov- 
dua rovro e&eBAnOn xai wap’ jov ws dvappootws keigevov. What Triclinius 
meant by rà kpeírre rov dvttypapwy, i8 uncertain; it may have been just a 
manuscript of the second Thoman edition. For'the folio containing the 
passage in question, 'T* was replaced by T* so that we do not know whether 
T* omitted Phoen. 1282 or not. 

Phoen. 1312 rovrov MBAVRSX Xa: rocovroy ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 1353 ainypots MBAVSX XaZbP*T', ainypovs r’ R: ainypov ZZb**. 

Phoen. 1379 adAdAjAos BAVRSXXaZb'T*M? (versum om. M!) : dAàyAos 
ZZb*. 

Phoen. 1397 orépva MBAVRSX XaZZbZcP*T' : eis orépva Zb*Zc*cZu'T*. 

Phoen. 1399 àáxó 9? MBAVRSXXaZbF*T*: kàro 8 ZZb**? 

Phoen. 1403 dxearepguévos MBAV SZbZcP5, drocrepnpévas ZR? (-ov RÐ): 
áreorepouévow X Xa T*: éorepouévows Zc**T*. This is a metrical interpolation 
made for the sake of a dodecasyllable. Cf. above, p. 168. 

Phoen. 1410 dvadépa MBARS: dydépa VX Xa: peradépa ZZbT*. 

Phoen. 1431 xatpiovs MBAVRiSaXXaT' : xaipías ZZb: xaipíass (et proximo 
loco odayais) Re. 

Phoen. 1551 areváye»y MBAVRSXXbZb*'T' : avevaZew ZZbP*, etiam Xa. 

Phoen. 1597 yuwrpós èx yovjs podcv MBAVRSXXaT': (ugrpós om.) èx 
yovjs pode čne ZZb. 

Phoen. 1626 o MBAVRXXa: om. ZZbT"S. 

Phoen. 1659 ro. HMBAVRSXXaZb'T': r ZZbsT?? 

Phoen. 1664 ro HMBAVRSXXaZ: oop’ ZbT*. An interpolation that 
originated in the second Thoman recension. 

Phoen. 1685 ray’ èyè HMBAVRSXXaT'?: rapa 8 éyo ZbT*. It is in- 
teresting to note the reading rapa 8 (éyo om.) Reims 13067° and P. Was 
this a variant? I rather suppose that this was a change of the Thoman 
reading made in order to reduce the Thoman line of 13 syllables to a 
dodecasyllable. 

Phoen. 1701 40A. á0X(ov varpós MBAVRSXXaT': (40)! om.) à0Mov 
matpos Tékva ZZb T* ? 
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Phoen. 1717 &ra MBAVRSXXaZT': om. Zb. 

Phoen. 1717 wapOévwv 55 MB?AVRSXXaZT*, wapbévw 8) B!: mapÜcvoy 
(8; om.) Zb. 

Phoen. 1761 vv MBAVRSXXaTa: viv & ZZb. 


Thoman changes do not contribute much to the glory of their author. 
Thomas did not understand adequately the classical versification of iambic 
lines and the classical prosody. In many cases, he was simply actuated by 
a desire to reduce a line of more than 12 syllables to a dodecasyllable. The 
results were generally bad. It is true that in this way he made excellent 
corrections in Hec. 982 and Phoen. 577. I should like to point out that he 
diagnosed correctly the corruption in Phoen. 487 and offered a reasonable 
remedy. The omission of the line Phoen. 1282 was actually suggested by 
the old scholia. On the whole, textual changes by Thomas were rather poor. 
However, his scholia, grammatical and mythological, probably furthered the 
growth of tragic studies among the scholars of that time. 


LIST OF THOMAN MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES 


T 


Below, 1 systematically list Thoman manuscripts of Euripides, in the 
alphabetic sequence of the geographic names of their locations. The descrip- 
tion of a ms. is followed by a proof of its Thoman affiliation in the form of 
some characteristic Thoman readings that appear in the ms. in question. 
Also for some of those Thoman mss. which have been occasionally used above 
toward attesting Thoman readings, I give below in their descriptions a series 
of Thoman readings, to supply the reader with handy evidence in every 
case. Except for the mss. Z and Za which I assume to represent the first 
Thoman recension, the other Thoman mss. listed below are supposed to 
belong to the second Thoman recension. Here is the list of the Thoman 
manuscripts : 

Athens, "E@vxn BugAvofkg, 1062 (cf. 'Iodvrvgs SaxxeAiwy kai ’AAKiBiddys I. 
XaxkeAiov, KaráAoyos töv xeoypdoov ris 'EOvuijs BiBAcoOyxns p. 189). Paper, 
16'5 cent., 22 X 16 cm., 603 + 11 foll, 16 lines. — Fol. 130° arg. to Hec.; 
130"—169' Hecuba. Scholia, compiled from Byzantine (Moschopulean, 
Thoman, Triclinian) and old scholia. The text is Thoman: cf. Hec. 58 
oxnvnv, 88 kacáyópay a.c., 120 & 6, 164 én’ dpwyds čoran 209 axóro, 850 &yoye 
kai, 899 Sovvar cor, 1021 péas, 1184 uéud. 

Athens, Moveeioy Atovvaíov AoBépsov, former Kolyvas ms. 108 (cf. Xmvp. 
II. Aápmpos, Néos 'EAAmvouvjuov 13 [1916] pp. 467 f.; Turyn, Aeschylus 
p. 119; Studies in Sophocles p. 93; on the present location of the manu- 
script collection of 'AAé&os KoAvBas in the Loverdos Museum, cf. Anu. Trivs, 
"Emergpis ‘Eratpetas Bufavrwov Xmovóoy 11 [1935] p. 365). Paper, 15'^ cent., 
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230 X 155 mm., 264 foll. Written by several scribes; one of them was a 
monk Maximus (cf. fol. 208r). — Fol. 5" Hecuba (167 obxér — end) ; 617 
arg. to Orest. (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 64" arg. to Orest. (Moschopulean) ; 
657-138" Orestes (1-667, 690—885, 908-1210, 1233-end). Scholia of the 
Triclinian commentary (Moschopulean, Thoman, Triclinian), transcribed 
directly from T (Angelicus gr. 14). Other scholia and notes were added 
by later scribes. The poetic text of the ms. is Thoman: cf. Hec. 181 alt. 
po om., 182 yvxás rép, 209 axóro a.C., 352 juxpóv, 394 os om., Orest. 35 
ovde, 42 yAavidwy 8’, 47 prius pyre, 282 wapOévw wapéxwv, 286 éxapas eis &pyov, 
289 xreival p’ éypyv, 415 pév om. There are occasionally some Triclinian 
interpolations, e.g., Hec. 193 pdávvoov po (parep om.), 200 éx0ioray om. a.c. 
(aicxioray add. p.c.), 453 ras yvias. 

Cambridge, University Library, Mm.1.11 (cf. above, pp. 123 f.). A section 
of this ms. comprising Orestes 134—end and Phoenissae (fol. 347-107") is 
Thoman. Cf. above, loc. cit. 

Z t Zd = Cambridge, University Library, Nn.3.14 (cf. above, pp. 41 ff.). 
The volume comprises two different Euripidean manuscripts. The first one, 
fol. 17-121" (Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae), is the ms. Z, used by us as the 
main representative of the first Thoman recension. The second section of 
the volume, fol. 1227-207", on paper, written by several hands in the 15% 
century, marked by me with the symbol Zd, comprises also Euripides and 
has the following contents: fol. 122'-151" Hecuba; (152*Y blank); 153° 
arg. to Orest.; 154'-207" Orestes. Extremely few scattered scholia of dif- 
ferent origin. A facsimile of a part of fol. 201" (Orest. 1486-1491) is to 
be found in Paley, Euripides III (1860). 'The text of this second part of 
the ms. (= Zd) is Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 axqviv, 164 éxaperyós éora, 209 oxdre, 
447 ráAawav, 850 €ywye kai, 899 Sovvar cor, 1021 peas, Orest. 47 prius pyre, 
282 wapÜévo wapéxwv, 286 éxdpas cis Epyov, 289 xreivar p’ éxpyv, 415 pè om., 
482 warpós 68 gorw, 509 (dvr- om.) dxoxrevei, 606 Svoxepéorepov, 632 xweic 
(yp. xuxAcis), 741 5j xai, 922 dxépacov, 1406 roàépw. 

Zc = Copenhagen, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, Gamle Kongelig Samling 
3549 (cf. Charles Graux, “ Rapport sur les manuscrits grecs de Copenhague,” 
Archives des missions scientifiques et littéraires. IIIe série. 6 [1880] p. 221; 
O. D. Bloch, * Duae vitae Euripidis et praemonita quaedam ad eius Hecubam 
Graece e codice Havniensi," in: Frid. Traug. Friedemann et J. D. Godofr. 
Seebode, Miscellanea maximam partem critica vol. I partic. II [Hildesiae, 
1822] pp. 394—398; Schwartz, Schol. Eur. I p. x1). Paper, ca. 1305 A.D., 
152 X 113 mm., 158 foll. The entire manuscript is written in the hand- 
writing of Demetrius Triclinius, in his “ round breathings " style (see below, 
plate VI). The writing of the Copenhagen 3549 is less refined than that 
of the ms. Oxford, New College 258, of 1308 a.p. (see below, plate VI). 
I assume that the Copenhagen ms. was written somewhat earlier, at the 
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very beginning of the 14'h century, in the period 1300-1305 a.D., when 
Triclinius was just copying a text of Euripides for his personal study. The 
terminus post quem for the writing of this ms. is, at any rate, the com- 
pletion of the second Thoman recension which is carried here, i.e., ca. 
1300 A.D. Ownership entry (fol. 17) : Fridericus Rostgaard emit Florentiae 
1699 (cf. Dansk Biografisk Leksikon XX [Kgbenhavn, 1941] pp. 189 f.). 
Next owners: Christian Danneskiold-Samsge, 1726 (cf. Dansk Biografisk 
Leksikon V [1934] pp. 589f.); Det Kongelige Bibliotek, since 1732. — 
Fol. 17 Vita; 2% arg. to Hec.; 4° Hecuba; 48' arg. to Orest.; 50° Orestes; 
104° arg. to Phoen.; 106—158" Phoenissae (1-1658). Very few scattered 
Scholia on Hecuba, mainly from Thomas, and some Thoman scholia on 
Phoentssae 1-102; very few sporadic remarks by Triclinius himself. The 
text of this ms. was taken from the second Thoman edition, as it appears 
from its readings quoted by me occasionally in the list of Thoman readings. 
Cf.: Hec. 53 oxy, 88 xacdvdpav, 120 8 ô, 209 axóro, 447 rdAaway, 620 
xdAdord T’ evyovwrare, 850 éywye xai, 982 pèv ef, 1184 péudy, Orest. 42 yàavóðwv 
5’, 147 imdpodov, 286 éxdpas eis Epyov, 509 (avr- om.) dwoxrevei, Phoen. 142 
éreyvopwa, 852 mdpeyu yis, 881 wapa, 956 éyOpds, 966 8o( ris, 1410 peradéper. — 
The old Vita of this ms. is partially collated in Schwartz, with the symbol H. 

Triclinius reveals in that early stage of his pursuits some critical interest 
in the text. E.g., he corrected meíri causa a Thoman interpolation Phoen. 
1397 eis orépva Zc*^: [eis] orépva ZcP*. He unnecessarily changed the text 
for metrical reasons Phoen. 1359 xaAxéow oop’ Zc**: yarxéors [oop’} Zere 
(Triclinius did not realize the synizesis in yaAxéos). These cases exemplify 
Triclinius’ textual interventions at a time when he was a beginner in the 
field. Triclinius’ allegiance to Thoman scholarship is strikingly confirmed 
once more by the very choice of the text which he copied in this ms. The 
Copenhagen 3549 is a valuable addition to the autographic manuscripts of 
Triclinius which are known to exist. The Copenhagen 3549 does not con- 
tribute anything of special interest to the analysis of Triclinius’ later edition 
of the Euripidean triad in T, except that it shows that Triclinius already 
in his earlier years was in touch with the same kind of a Thoman text as 
that used by him later in the original leaves by T? in the Angelicus 14. 

London, British Museum, Additional 10057. Cf. above, pp. 130f. In 
that ms., the text and the scholia of Orestes and Phoenissae are Thoman. 
Cf. loc. ctt. 

Za = London, British Museum, Arundel 540. Cf. above, pp. 99f. This 
ms. is a gemellus of Z and represents the first Thoman recension. I have 
used it in the list of Thoman readings whenever I intended it to attest, 
jointly with Z, a reading of the first recension only. There is no need to 
quote here Thoman readings of Za. Whatever readings have been quoted 
from Z, we may expect to find in exactly the same form in Za. 
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Zm = Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, I 47 sup. (No. 459 in Martini- 
Bassi, Catalogus I pp. 551 ff.; cf. R. Merkel, Aeschylus tn italienischen 
Handschriften [Leipzig, 1868] p. 24; Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 71 f.). Paper, 
14% cent., 23 X 15cm., 212 foll, written by several hands. There is on 
fol. 747 a note (as it seems, by one of the scribes of the ms.) pertaining to 
the year 6883 A.M. = 1374/5 A.D. Once owned by Gian Vincenzo Pinelli, 
1535-1601 (cf. Carlo Frati — Albano Sorbelli, Dizionario bio-bibliografico 
dei bibliotecari e bibliofili italiani dal sec. XIV al XIX [Biblioteca di biblio- 
grafia italiana XIII. Firenze, 1933] pp. 460 f.). — Fol. 72" Vita; 72" arg. 
to Hec.; 73' metrical notes; 74" Hecuba; 97" arg. to Orest.; 98" Orestes; 
125" arg. to Phoen.; 126"—152"* Phoenissae. Thoman scholia on the three 
plays. It should be recorded that this ms. explicitly identifies (contrary 
to the normal anonymous habit of Thoman mss.) the Thoman authorship 
of the scholia (fol. 747): f atra: ai wepi ras avvráfes rov dwropwy Avoes, kai 
maoa dAAa éfnynoes, elici ToU coj«wrdrov Kai pyropixwrdrov Kupov Üoua Tov 
payiarpov: — (the same note, in a fuller form, appears at the end of the 
Thoman Aristophanes in the ms. Cambridge Nn.3.15 part 1 fol. 114v: cf. 
above, p. 45 note 77). — In the Milan I 47 sup., the Vita and the arguments 
are in the Thomano-Triclinian version. The text is Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 
oxnvnv, 88 xacavdpav, 120 8 ó, 164 érapwyós €ora:, 209 oxórw i.l. (-ov 8.1.), 
394 gays om., 850 čywye xai, 963 Opynxwv, 1021 ravra (yp. vávra), 1055 peovrt 
(yp. Céovre), 1184 péudn, Orest. 35 ovdé, 42 yAavidwy 8’, 47 prius pyre, 286 
érdpas eis Epyov, 289 xreivac w éxpyv, 415 pév om., 509 (dvr- om.) droxrevet, 
632 xweis (yp. kvkAeis), 741 Ñ kai, 747 rade yàp, 778 peivys, 920 rów? m.pr. 
(yv m.post.), Phoen. 77 xy6os r’, 223 pe om. a.c. (add. p.c.), 242 wore móde, 
247 réxva, 395 xai rapa, 426 Seip’ &éreoÜaí cor, 852 yas, 881 wapa, 956 éxOpós, 
966 Soin ris, 1058 éxramvAa, 1333 ainypav, 1410 peradepea, 1664 cop’, 1701 
(d0A^ om.) d0Aiov watpos Tékva. 

Modena, Biblioteca Estense, a.Q.5.19 (once III.C.13 ; No. 92 in Puntoni, 
Studi Italiani dt filologia classica 4 [1896] p. 445). Paper, 15 cent., 
23 X 16 em., 132 foll., 21 lines to a page for the scholia on Euripides. Once 
owned by Alberto Pio di Carpi and Cardinal Rodolfo Pio (cf. Giovanni 
Card. Mercati, Codici latini Pico Grimani Pio e i codici greci Pio di Modena 
p. 219 under No. 138, p. 228 under No. 73). — Fol. 17 scholia on Phoenissae ; 
53" on Orestes; 114'-130Y on Hecuba. The scholia on Phoenissae and on 
Orestes are old and obviously copied from B (Paris 2713) ; cf. below, p. 
368. But the scholia on Hecuba are Thoman. 

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.42 (cf. above, pp. 137f.). In this 
ms., the later replacement comprising Hecuba and Orestes 1-651 is Thoman 
(ef. loc. cit.). 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, D'Orville 72 (cf. above, pp. 138 f.). In this 
ms., Orestes is Thoman (cf. loc. cit.). 
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Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2797 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventaire sommaire III p. 42; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus 
p. 164; Studies in Sophocles pp. 77 f.). Paper, 16 cent., 220 X 162 mm., 
152 foll, 16 lines. — Fol. 99° arg. to Phoen.; 1017-152" Phoenissae. The 
text is Thoman: cf. Phoen. 77 xy$os r’, 174 diraidrov, 223 pe om., 235 
áÜavdrov, 247 réxva, 395 xai wapa, 426 Sevp’ čreoĝai aor, 881 mapà, 892 de, 
966 Soy ris. 

Perugia, Biblioteca Augusta del Comune di Perugia, G 84 (cf. above, p. 
150). In this ms., the text of Phoenissae is Thoman (cf. loc. cit.). 

Prague, Národní a Universitni Knihovna, VIII.H.36 (cf. Gollob, Sit- 
zungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen Classe der kaiserlichen Aka- 
demie der Wissenschaften 146. Band [Wien, 1903] VII. Abhandlung pp. 
101 ff.; Josephus Truhlář, Catalogus codicum manu scriptorum latinorum 
qui in C. R. Bibliotheca Publica atque Universitatis Pragensis asservantur 
I [Pragae, 1905] p. 612 under no. 1653; Holzinger, Mélanges offerts à M. 
Emile Chatelain pp. 204 ff.). Paper, late 15'^ cent., 285 X 202 mm., 235 + 
I foll., 21-22 lines. Partly written, according to a (later deleted) subscrip- 
tion on fol. 43", in Messina, in 1485 A.D., by IIérpos KaaréAAos of Paris (cf. 
Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 383) ; the Euripidean portion 
may have been written by the same copyist. — Fol. 75" Vita; 75" arg. to 
Hec.; 760-79" Hecuba (1-169). The text of this Hecuba fragment is 
Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 oxgviy, 60 oposovadov viv, 62 pov S€uas, 88 xacavdpay, 105 
dipopevn, 120 8 6, 164 érapwyds éorar. There appear in this text also some 
Moschopulean interpolations: cf. Hec. 21 ámóAero, 56 8oíAe«oy, 76 &bov" 
éSov yàp. 

Salamanca, Biblioteca Universitaria, 280 (once 1-2-23 in Graux-Martin, 
Notices sommaires des manuscrits grecs d'Espagne et du Portugal pp. 199 f.). 
Paper, 1422/3 A.D., 215 X 139 mm., 164 foll. The ms. is dated on fol. 1097 
(t érovs ,525:Àa: er). On fol. 164", there is a reference, in a longer note, to 
ò pavpiaròs 3) KiBwros roy Aoywy. Was this Mavrianus an owner of the ms.? 
Cf., about the same time, 'EuavovjA 6 Mafpiavós (1423 A.D.), scribe of the 
Triclinian ms. of Euripides, Milan A 104 sup. (cf. below, p. 196; cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 118) ; but the handwriting of the 
note in Salamanca 280 is different from the handwriting of Milan A 104 
sup. — Fol. 1" Vita (end); 1" arg. to Hec.; 3'-50" Hecuba; 51° arg. to 
Orest. ; 537-1097 Orestes; 110° arg. to Phoen. ; 1117-164v Phoenissae. Mos- 
chopulean and Thoman scholia on the three plays; they seem to derive from 
the Triclinian commentary. The text of Hecuba is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 74 
$iAgs elüoy, 92 xal pv kai róôĝe, 103 mpòs röv dxawv, 157 xai SovAcias, 911 
aiüdAc (xarvov om.) m.pr. But Orestes and Phoenissae are Thoman: cf. 
Orest. 35 ovde, 286 èrdpas eis épyov, 509 (dvr- om.) dmoxrevei a.c., 606 ŝvo- 
xepéarepov, 632 xiweis, 778 peivns, 920 rów, 1406 worduw, Phoen. 77 kg8os 7’, 
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174 $uuaudrov, 235 dÂavárov, 242 wort róde, 247 réxva, 382 rdde, 892 de, 
966 Soin ris, 1058 éwrarvAa, 1431 xarpias. 

Zs = Mount Sinai, St. Catherine’s Monastery, Greek 1196 (cf. Gardt- 
hausen, Catalogus codicum graecorum Sinaiticorum p. 245). Paper (bom- 
bycine), 14'*^ cent., present size (after repair) 203 X 147 mm., original size 
(before repair) ca. 17 X 12 em. (to judge from the proportions observed 
in the microfilm which I have from the Library of Congress), 51 foll. Many 
folios were lost so that the triad is incomplete. In the process of repair, the 
preserved folios were trimmed and pasted to paper margins (according to 
Gardthausen, “ folia bombycina marginibus chartaceis amplificata sunt "). 
'The presumed original size of the folios confirms that the ms. is bombycine. — 
Fol. 1" Hecuba (774-1285) ; 13° Orestes (1-82, 269—363, 405—end) ; 48r—51* 
Phoentssae (1-91, 198-314). Folio 51 should have preceded folio 50. 
Thoman scholia. The text is Thoman and has been occasionally used by 
me in the list of Thoman readings. Cf.: Hec. 850 éywye xai, 899 Bovy[ . Jat 
aot, 963 Opyxav, Orest. 35 o002, 42 yAavideur 8’, 47 prius ure, 286 émdpas eis 
épyov, 415 pév om., 509 (avr- om.) dwoxreveé, 741 7 kai, 747 rade yàp, 778 
peivys, 920 rów, 922 dxépaiov, 1012 ovuroàvróvos, 1406 roàépw, Phoen. 75 
dpxwv, 223 pe om., 235 áÜavdrov, 242 soré móde, 247 rexva. 

Mount Sinai, St. Catherine’s monastery, Greek 1415 (cf. Beneshevich, 
Opisanie grecheskikh rukopiset monastyrva Sviatoi Ekateriny na Sinar ITI 
1 [Petrograd, 1917] p. 47). Paper, second half of the 15" cent., 283 X 198 
mm., 137 foll., 17 lines. Ownership entry on fol. 1367: 4 BiBAos abr povis 
TeÀéÜn Aavpas dyías cwatov Ópovs: ðs 8 dv voodica ravrqgv tyv BiAov éxéro 
wpoika dpav èx ravrgs advaArrrws. Another hand added: ,s-® 239 o79 y% pap- 
povÜuvovos c ém eixad (= 1465 A.D.). The beginning of the ms. is lost; the 
binding is somewhat confused ; the correct sequence of folios would be fol. 
10, 9, 11, 1-8, 12, ete. — Fol. 17-35" Hecuba (70-end) ; 36° arg. to Orest.; 
37° Orestes; 851-1367 Phoenissae (18-end). Scholia on Hecuba and Orestes 
1-1247 are an inconsistent compilation from different sources, with very 
many Planudean scholia and many peculiar comments; scholia on Orestes 
1251-end and on Phoentssae are Moschopulean. 

In Hecuba and Orestes 1-1236, the ms. shows so many Thoman inter- 
polations that to all practical purposes that first section of the ms. may be 
considered Thoman: cf. Hec. 120 8 6, 182 yvyàs wépt, 209 oxóro, 850 Eywye 
kai, 899 Sova cor, 963 Üpzkov, 982 pèv ci, 1184 pénn, Orest. 286 &rápas cis 
Epyov, 415 uev om., 938 om. 

From Orest. 1237 on (from fol. 727 on), for the poetic text of Orest. 
1237—end and Phoentssae, the ms. is Moschopulean: cf. Orest. 1254 pot om., 
1357 mpi dy, 1387 oxvpvov, 1399 xar’ atdov, 1507 «pocrecov, 1602 55 om., 
1622 obxovvy, 1684 {nvos, Phoen. 30 róv éuóv, 47 xpewv, 84 rúas, 253 otsera, 
459 prius r’ om., 531 ex;yrrpa. Yet, throughout the ms., the poetic text is 
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not entirely consistent in following its respective sources and departs from 
them quite often. 


Zu = Uppsala, Universitetsbibliotek, graec. 15 (cf. Charles Graux — 
Albert Martin, * Notices sommaires des manuscrits grecs de Suéde," Ar- 
chives des Missions, 3* série, tome 15 [1889] p. 334; Bórje Knos, Codez 
graecus XV Upsaliensis [Diss. Uppsala, 1908]; B. Knós, Byzantinische 
Zeitschrift 17 [1908] pp. 397 ff.; Jean A. Thomopoulos, * Remarques sur 
quelques manuscrits grecs d'Upsal," Eranos 49 [1951] pp. 57 ff.; Aubrey 
Diller, Transactions of the American Philological Association 66 [1935] 
p. 306). Once owned by Jacob Jonas Bjórnstáhl (1731-1799: cf. Salmon- 
sens Konversationsleksikon? III [Kgbenhavn, 1915] p. 351). Paper, 14'^ 
cent.,!55 215 X 150 mm., 132 foll. The volume is composed of 4 parts: fol. 
1-7, (8 blank,) 9-119, 120, 121—132. I shall deal here only with the first 
two parts containing Euripides. — Fol. 1"-?" (fol. 4 blank) Hecuba 1-173, 
with some Moschopulean scholia by the first hand and other scholia added 
by another hand. The sequence of folios should be: 1-2, 5, 3, 6-7. The text 
of this fragment is Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 21 (fol. 27) dxoAero, 56 (fol. 5") 
SovAcov. We dismiss this fragment entirely from our consideration; the 
symbol Zu applies only to the main Euripidean manuscript which is de- 
scribed in the following. (Fol. 8 blank.) Fol. 9" Hecuba (28-end); 44" 
arg. to Orest. ; 45Y Orestes; 85r arg. to Phoen. ('Thomano-Triclinian) ; 86v- 
119" Phoentssae (1-58, 101-1593). The binding is confused, the proper 
sequence being fol. 86, 88, 87, 90—93, 89, 94 ff. Thoman scholia by the scribe 
of the ms.; other hands added other Byzantine and old scholia. The text 
of this main Euripidean part of the ms., which I have occasionally quoted 
in the list of Thoman readings, is Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 oxnyvpv, 60 ópó8ovAoy 
viv, 88 xacavdpav, 164 érapwyós ora, 209 cxorw, 447 rdAaway, 899 Sovva cor, 
982 pev el, 1021 peas, 1184 péudy, Orest. 35 ov82, 42 yAaviduv 8 a.c., 47 prius 
pire, 286 érápas eis €pyov, 482 marpòs 68 éariv, 509 (avr- om.) ároxrevei, 606 
Óvoxepéaepov, 632 kweis, 920 rów, 922 dxépacov, 1012 ovv wodAvrovas, Phoen. 


1° According to Thomopoulos, the paper used in the volume is Western paper 
(this is indicated also by the size of the paper: cf. Irigoin, Scriptorium 4 [1950] 
p. 197; Wittek, Scriptorium 7 [1953] p. 277 note 6), without watermarks (except 
for fol. 8 with the watermark No. 5429 listed in C. M. Briquet, Les filigranes II 
[1907] p. 326, under the year 1301). This as well as Western paper without water- 
marks would point to the beginning of the 14th century. But Knös, Coder graecus 
XV Upsaliensis pp. 4f., saw watermarks not only in the fol. 8, but also in the 
folios 22 and 26. This would mean that only the initial fragment of Hecuba is to 
be assigned to the early 14th century, but the following main Euripidean part of 
the codex is to be referred to a somewhat later period in the first half of the 14th 
century (first half of the 14th century is the dating of Thomopoulos). Moreover, 
the argument to Phoenissae in this ms. is Thoman but in the Triclinian version, 
which gives ca. 1320 A.D. as an approximate terminus post quem for this ms. 
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171 (ms om., extat glossa s.l.) wey xvpei, 235 áÜavdrov, 395 xai wapa, 426 
Seip’ ExecOal cor, 793 àA)’ áppact, 852 sádpeuu yas, 881 sapà, 892 &è, 956 éxOpós, 
966 8o/ ris, 987 vporov, 1058 éwrdwvAa, 1176 py (od om.), 1218 onpavan, 1224 
evyaày, 1282 om., 1312 roceovrov, 1353 ainypov, 1410 perap€pa, 1431 xaiptas. 
It seems that the ms. Zu is especially related to the ms. Zb (Vatic. 51). 

Zo = Vatican City, Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Ottobonianus graec. 346 (cf. 
E. Feron et F. Battaglini, Codices manuscripti Graeci Ottoboniant Biblio- 
thecae Vaticanae [Romae, 1893] pp. 181 f. ; Merkel, Aeschylus tn italieni- 
schen Handschriften p. 29; C. O. Zuretti, Analecta Aristophanea ['Torino, 
1892] p. 24; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 46). Paper, later part of the 15'^ cent., 
206 X 140 mm., 228 foll., 20 lines. — Fol. 73" Vita; 74° arg. to Hec.; 55" 
Hecuba; 104Y arg. to Orest. ; 105"—144r Orestes. The arguments are peculiar. 
Sparse Thoman scholia on Hecuba and Orestes 1-54. Only the beginning 
of the text, Hec. ca. 1-85 (fol. 757-76" for the poetic text), is Moschopulean : 
cf. Hec. 21 axwAero, 76 cidov- elSov yap. But the rest of the ms., from Hec. 
86 on (from fol. 77" on), is Thoman: cf. Hec. 88 xaaávópav, 120 8 o, 164 
érapwyos éora, 394 o7s om., 899 Sovvar cor, 963 Opgkov, Orest. 13 soAeuov +’, 
35 ovde, 42 yAaviduy 8’, 47 prius pyre, 286 ¿rapas eis épyov, 289 xreivar p’ €xpyv, 
415 pèv om., 482 sarpós 68° dariv. 

Zb = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 51 (cf. above, p. 100). 
This ms. was used by me in the attestation of Thoman readings as a repre- 
sentative of the second Thoman recension. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 908. Paper, 15'^ cent., 215 X 
145 mm., 106 foll., 14 lines. — Fol. 17 Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec. ; 3'-47* Hecuba; 
481-106" Orestes. Thoman scholia on Hecuba 1-933. The text is Thoman: 
cf. Hec. 53 oxy, 120 8 6, 394 ons om., 1184 péudy, Orest. 286 érdpas eis 
épyov, 415 uy om., 509 (avr- om.) ároxrevei, 632 xweis. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 2376. Paper, 15* cent., 211 X 
146 mm., 107 foll., 23 lines. — Fol. 41" Hecuba; 677-102" Orestes (1-1676 
A€yovros). This is a Western copy, with occasional notes in Latin. The text 
is Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 oxy, 88 xacdvdpav, 120 & ô, 164 érapovyós écra:, 
209 oxorw, 899 Sovvat cot, 963 Opyxav, 1021 ravra, 1184 pénn, Orest. 35 ovéde, 
42 yAaviduy 8’, 47 prius pire, 286 éxapas eis épyov, 289 xreivar p! éxprv, 415 
pev om., 482 sarpós 00. éoriv, 509 (avr- om.) ámoxreve.. At the beginning of 
Hecuba, there are some Moschopulean interpolations: cf. Hec. 21 ámoAero, 
56 8ovAeov, 76 eidov eiBoy yap. 

Vicenza, Biblioteca Civica Bertoliana, G.3.8.18 (no. 330 in G. Mazzatinti, 
Inventart det manoscritti delle biblioteche d'Italia 2 [Forli, 1892] p. 62). 
Paper, 14*^ cent., 209 X 138 mm., 101 foll., 19 lines. The ms. was presented 
to the library by Antonio Porto in 1822. — Fol. 2* Vita; 2Y arg. to Hec.; 
4' Hecuba (1—680, 923—end) ; 25" Orestes; 68"-101v Phoenissae (1-888, 
1211-1739). Very few Thoman scholia on the beginning of Hecuba, on 
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Hec. 121 ff. Several folios are later replacements. These are the portions 
replaced later: Vita, arg. to Hec., Hec. 1-118, Orest. 15-52, 300-382, 611- 
648. We disregard these replacements. 'The original text of the ms. is 
Thoman: cf. Hec. 164 érapoyós éorat, 209 oxorw, 394 oùs om., 963 Opsxov, 
1021 ravra, 1184 pépdy, Orest. 286 érdpas eis Epyov, 289 Kreivai p’ éxpiv, 415 
p£v 0M., 482 marpòs 68 oriy, 491 ob codias, 509 (ávr- om.) droxreve, 741 
7 xai, 747% rade yàp, 778 petygs, 920 wodw, Phoen. 47 xy8os 7’, 223 pe om., 
242 wore wore, 247 réxva, 426 Sevp’ necha cou 449 mów om., 881 mapà, 
1353 ainypov. 
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VII. Tue TRICLINIAN RECENSION 


At the outset of our investigation, I analyzed the essential points con- 
cerning the ms. T (Angelicus graec. 14), the only authentic carrier of the 
Triclinian recension. Its composition proved to be very important for the 
understanding of the Triclinian edition, of its text and its commentary. 
That composition or formation of the ms. T explains why there are so many 
Thoman text readings in the Triclinian text. 

I was careful above to distinguish (and shall continue to do so) T? and 
Tt, i.e., readings of the former original Thoman portions of the volume and 
readings of the sections written entirely by Triclinius himself. Sometimes, 
in a former portion, we have a reading T* that has been corrected by Tri- 
clinius — in such cases, we quote both readings, T* and T*. 

Since fortunately we possess this authentic copy of the Triclinian edition — 
authentic, because it is partially authenticated by Triclinius’ acceptance and 
partially written by Triclinius himself — there is no need to use for our 
study of the Triclinian recension any other Triclinian copies, which neces- 
sarily derive from T. Only occasionally we may have to pay attention to 
the ms. Vatic. Urbinas graec. 142 (— Ta, see below, p. 194) which was faith- 
fully copied from T at a time when T was in a better state of preservation. 
For in cases in which the faded writing of T is illegible the evidence of Ta 
will have an excellent subsidiary value and will replace the evidence of T 
or permit us to read T better. 

In the presentation of characteristic Triclinian readings, I shall use some 
selection of the readings to be listed. There are so many Triclinian inter- 
polations, especially in the lyrics, that it would be too cumbersome to attempt 
an exhaustive tabulation of all the Triclinian readings in the triad and to 
pursue the same completeness which I have observed with regard to Mos- 
chopulean and Thoman readings. But in my selection I shall offer enough 
Triclinian readings to give Euripidean scholars a sufficient idea of Tri- 
clinius’ contribution to textual criticism in Euripides and to provide them 
with characteristic criteria for the detection of the Triclinian character in 
a given manuscript. This consideration I had especially in mind. In the 
presentation of Triclinian readings, I am going to use the same method as 
in my previous lists of Moschopulean and Thoman interpolations. I ought 
also to remind the reader that some Triclinian interpolations have already 
been listed in the manuscript evidence to Moschopulean and Thoman 
readings. 
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Here follows a list of selected Triclinian interpolations in the Euripidean 
triad. 

Hecuba 69 otrw MAVRSX XaZZb : ovrwoi Tt (quite a blunder stylistically). 

Hec. 73 w MAVRSXXaZZb: ry» T*. 

Hec. %4 diAns MAVRSXXaZZb: $íAgs ddov Tt. This interpolation may 
have been suggested by the Moschopulean reading Hec. 76 eldov- elSov yàp 
(cf. above, p. 107). 

Hec. 89 xpivwo’ MPVRS*eX XaZZb (xpivovo’ M*eSP*?) : xpivwow T'A. 

Hec. 92 kai 00e MAVRSX XaZZb: xai phy xai rode 'T*. 

Hec. 103 xpos áyauwv MVRSXXaZZb (periit locus in A) : xpos rev áxawv 
Tt. Inserting the article was a favorite interpolation device of Triclinius 
(cf. Hec. 133, Orest. 988, 1094, Phoen. 842: below, pp. 189, 192, 193) .!*? 

Hec. 116 ovvéreee MVRSX XaZZb, Cvvéreoe A: avvérawe Xb (avvéxpovae 
Xs!Xas!Xbel, which proves that ovvérawe Xb is the Moschopulean reading) : 
ovvéreoce Tt. Cf. above, p. 107. 

Hec. 128 adyAAcias MAVRSXXaZZb: ayrcias Tt. 

Hec. 133 daepriadys reiba orparav MAVRXXaZZb, ó Aaepriadys melbor 
otpariav S: Aapriadys meihe rhv arpariy Tt. 

Hec. 157 SovAcias MAVRSXXaZZb: xai SovAcias Tt. 

Hec. 168 áyaarós dy pae MAVRSX XaZZb: ùv dda àyaorós T*. 

Hec. 174 (ôns M'VRSXXaZZb (periit A): «ôns Tt (etiam Ta). The ei- 
in Tt is not entirely clear (perhaps it was corrected from (-), but it was thus 
seen by Ta. The gloss yovv uá0»s Tt is of Thoman origin. The accent is 
strange (it should have been «ió7s, as, e.g., Orest. 1350 «i07; Tt, Phoen. 997 
esar Tt). 

Hec. 188 xowà MAVRSZZb: xowg dativo casu XXa (yvøpą dativo et yévva 
nominativo) : kowa ris T*. 

Hec. 200 éyOicrav MARX XaZZb: aioxiorav VS: om. T*. 

Hec. 453 meia MAVRSX XaZZb: [7]às yvías Tt, ras yvías Ta. 

Hec. 455 vácoy MA1VR'S: vacoy R'X XaZZb : vacov y’ Tt. 

Hec. 478 Sopyxryros M**, Sopixrnros MPAVRSX!XaZb, Sopvxryros Z: 
SoptAyrros T! (SopvAnrros in the recentior Copenhagen 417 is probably an 
interpolation from Triclinius). 

Hec. 716 io MBVaRSX XaZZbT??: © Tt (videtur grandius à Tt ex iw T? 
factum esse), in lemmate Tt, A. A peculiar coincidence of A with Tri- 
clinius; cf. also Hec. 89; but these agreements are too trifling to allow any 
comment on their possible reason. 

Hec. 858 av8pa rovrov piov MBS: dyÓpa rovrov $íAoy AVaRZZbT*?: dvdpa 
rovrov didkov XXb (by putting a circumflex Moschopulus implied that the 


189 Cf, Aesch. Eum. 275 $pev( M: ry $pev( FGT. The insertion of the article 7j is 
a typically Triclinian interpolation: cf, Turyn, Aeschylus p. 112. 
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syllable here was long): av8pa gà» rovrov piàov Tt. Triclinius, confronted 
with the faulty reading $«Aov, tried to remedy the text by inserting pév. 

Hec. 911 aiĝdàov karyo HMBARSXXaZZb, aiüdAa xazvov Va: aifaAo 
(xazvov om.) Tt. In this passage, Triclinius reads aifdAq xqAi' (c) oixrporára. 
In a typical metrical scholium, he states that he ejected the word xazvov for 
reasons of antistrophic responsion (Tt fol. 33": p. 444.17 Dindorf) : &ò xai 
e£eBAnOn map’ épov, tv’ oixetov j TO koAXov mpòs TO rijs avrortpopys. This ejection 
is an emendatio palmaris of Triclinius, accepted by editors since Canter. 

Hec. 922 éuBeBlaora MBAVaRSXXaZZb: éuBeBora Tt. A perfect metrical 
correction. 

Hec. 1194 àróàovro xotrs MBAVSXXaZZbT*?, ámoAovro ra ovr R: 
ámoAovr' obris Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, T*. This is a quite interest- 
ing case of a coincidence between the anthology normally carrying the old 
tradition and Triclinius. I think that the metrical correction of the “old ? 
corruption was found independently by the learned anthologist represented 
in Vatopedi 36 and Venice 507 on one hand and Triclinius on the other 
hand. The correction in the anthology may have been prompted by the 
frequent medieval practice of reducing lines that exceeded 12 syllables to a 
dodecasyllable (cf. above, p. 168). 

Hec. 1195 48' dy $pouioss MBAVRX XaZZbT* : wde pporpíois T*, etiam SSa. 
The metrical correction of Triclinius is in this case paralleled by some re- 
centtores. 

Orestes 142 xoiras HMCBAVRSXXaZZb: Aéxyovss Tt. An interpolation 
made for antistrophic reasons, as it seems. 

Orest. 153 prius riva HMCBAVRSXXaZZb: soíay Tt. 

Orest. 153 alterum ría HMCBAVRSXXaZZb: soíay Tt. These two 
changes in Orest. 153 were made for metrical reasons and were explained 
in a special scholium of Triclinius (p. 11.3-7 Dind.). 

Orest. 160 à uéAeos HMCBAVRSXXaZZb: (č om.) pedcos Tt. 

Orest. 168 éfaAes & črvov HMCBAVRSX XaZb: é£éfaAes Črvov ZZa: éBares 
črvov Tt. Cf. above, p. 172. 

Orest. 189 robov £e. HCBAVRSX XaZZb, woOov éxe[s] M: oxu s000ov T! 
(for metrical reasons). 

Orest. 194 8&ixauua HMCBAVRSX XaZZb: 8ixa (scil. &íxq) Tt, for metrical 
reasons. This correction is generally accepted. 

Orest. 258 árpéua cois éy Seuvions B*^Zu*^: árpéuas dois év Sepvins MCB? 
AVRSXXaZZbZuP* (dispici nequit T*), drpépa(s) cots èv 8euy(oxs Erotian. 
vocum Hippocrat. coll. p. 79.21 Nachmanson, Plutarch. de trang. animi 
p. 465c (ed. Teubn. III p. 189.8), animine an corp. affect. p. 501c (ed. 
Teubn. III p. 277.14), an sent p. 788f£ (V p. 36.16 Bernardakis), adv. Colot. 
p. 1126a (ed. Teubn. VI 2 p. 212.4), Ps. Plutarch. de placit. philos. Dorogr. 
Gr. p. 402.30 Diels, Galen. therap. X p. 13 Kühn, Liban. declam. 23.69 
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(VI p. 419.8 Foerster: gois om. Libanii codd. HVaBParMa), Stobaeus 
3.29.79 (III p. 652.4 W.-H.) : árpépas èv .. 8euviors TO There is a piece 
of paper pasted on the dotted spot. In this line written originally by T?, 
éy looks as if effected by a correction of Tt who probably made for metrical 
reasons (because of the preceding árpépas) a transposition: árpépas £v gois 
Seuvions Tt. At any rate, árpépas èv gois Seuviots Ta is, to all practical purposes, 
to be considered a Triclinian interpolation. 

Orest. 261 iépees MCBAVRSXXaZbT5, Schol. Aristoph. Plut. 423 (p. 
3475.9 Dübner, cf. p. 563 Dübner) : iepfac in textu et in scholio Tt (cf. p. 
95.8 Dind.). 

Orest. 328 6 HMRZ: 6 CBAVSX XaZu: om. Tt. 

Orest. 331 pvxot yas HMCBAVRSX XaZZoc: uvxoí (yas omisso) in textu 
et in scholio T*. An excellent metrical correction of Triclinius. 

Orest. 337 Sénovs HMCBAVRSX XaZZc: 8ópov Tt. A good metrical cor- 
rection of Triclinius. 

Orest. 349 wodd 3’ HM**B!, roa} 8’ MP*CZ, woAAg 9 AVRSaXXaZe (cf. 
Dio Chrysostom. or. 2.42 I p. 25.10 Arnim: zoAA; y' Dionis codd. PW, roàvå 
cod. V, «oA? codd. UB): woAAq (8 om.) Tt vocali -5 ante vocalem inse- 
quentem correpta. Here, Triclinius scanned szoAAg áfpoevvy as such an 
anapaest: -- ---- i 

Orest. 515 ócíovy M'!CB'V*5, éccoww ZS: dolovy M?2B'AVP*RXX XaZZbT*. 
Tum dvraroxreivey MCBAXKXaT?: åvrarorreivaı VRSZZb. Triclinius hunc 
locum ita legit: ócíov» T* praecedente (dvr- om.) &roxretvey Tt. It was done 
obviously for metrical reasons. 

Orest. 527 é£éBaAAe paoroy MCBAVXXb: é£éBaAe uaoróv RSXaZZbT*: 
ééBade rov uacróv Tt, The metrical interpolation was caused by the erro- 
neous reading éfé€BaAre (instead of the correct é£égaAA«c). 

Orest. 761 aorews Pap. Cairo Egyptian Museum No. 56224 (Études de 
Papyrologie 1 [1932] p. 16) : doreos HMCBAVRSX XaZZbT*: doreds r’ T*. 
The proper reading dorews of the papyrus appears also in L. For an analo- 
gous corruption dereos and its Moschopulean correction dorews, cf. Phoen. 
842 (above, p. 115; below, p. 193). 

Orest. 775 e Aéyouw! MCBAVRXXa, el Aéyop! S: ri Aéyow! ZZb: ri A€youp’ 
dv Tt. Cf. above, p. 173. 

Orest. 782 xai rò xpayp’ (y om.) MCBAVRSZZb: xai rò mpàypa y’ XXa: 

y 
d apayp’ Tt (ipse se correxit Triclinius, ut textus evaderet xai u3v rò 
apayp’). Cf. above, p. 110. 

Orest. 782 rò Soxetv MCBAVRSZZb: r9 8okeiy XXa: kai rò Soxeiv T* (ipse 
se correxit Triclinius xai inserendo). 

Orest. 798 uyrpós MCBAVRSZZb: pyrépos XXa: rijs pytpds Tt (ipse se 
corrigens Triclinius rs addidit). Cf. above, p. 111. 
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Orest. 831 xai MCBAVRSXXaZZe: f) Tt. 

Orest. 901 émeppóÜncay 8 — xas Aciyor MP*BSZ, éreppcOnoav (8' om.) — 
kaAcs Aéyo. HM*eV*X!Xa, -e Vi (cf. Christus Patiens 403) : Aaot 8' éreppoOn- 
gav (8' om.) — kaAes Aéyor CA, -a Zb, Aaot BereppoiÜncay 8 — nadrws Aéyox R, 
Aaoi supra initium versus praefixit Z? (de lectione Z cf. supra), Aaoi 8 
éxeppoOnaav 8' — kaAos Aéyoc 'T*? (cf. Hec. 553) : Aaot 8' èreppõbnoav oi uiy as 
xaÀ&s (Aéyo. omisso et glossa Aey( ) supra «adds scripta) T*. 'Triclinius 
kept the interpolated gloss Aaot in the text and, therefore, had to delete 
Aéyoc for metrical reasons. 

Orest. 988 soàoy MCBAVRSXXaZZb: rev soAovy Tt. 

Orest. 1092 is <ye> Aéxos exqveca Porson, Murray] 75s Aéxos émyveca 
MCBAVRSXXaZT*, (-vaca) Zb: ys tò Aéxyos éxqveca Tt. A metrical 
interpolation. 

Orest. 1094 dxpéxokuv MCBAV RSZZb (non liquet T*) : dxpéwrokw XaXb: 
rv axporodw 'T*. Cf. above, p. 112. 

Orest. 1267 8a Boarpíxov ravn MCBAVaRISXXa: &à foorp/yov sávra 
R°ZZb (utrumque wavry et ravra testantur X) : xdvra &à Boorptywv T*. 

Orest. 1276 rwá por MCBAVaRSX XaZZb: rw’ (poe omisso) Tt. A metri- 
cal correction.!9o 

Orest. 1414 xetpas HMCBAVaRSX XaZZb: xépas Tt. 

Orest. 1418 wxeowy & Qoffo HMCBAVaRSaX XaZZb, — $ovo S: seaov. eis 
$óBov T*. 

Orest. 1507 rpoorirroyv HMCBAV RSZZb: xpoomecwy X Xa: xpoomrvey Tt. 
Cf. above, p. 112. 

Phoenissae 171 ris wó0ev kvp MCBAVRSZb: v]s v[o]0ev. (xvpe om.) 
at end of line Pap. Ozyrh. 1177, ris woOev (xvpet om.) XXa: (ris om.) 
móÜev kvpei Z: tis (sóÜev om.) xvpe Tt. Cf. above, pp. 113, 175. 

Phoen. 180 éxeivos mpooBaces rexpaiperaı Valckenaer: [exewos swpoofao jes 
rekpaupera, Pap. Ozyrh. 1177 (the size of the gap, ca. 14 letters, shows that 
presumably the text of the papyrus did not have erra: cf. Hunt, Ozyrh. Pap. 
IX pp. 183 f.) : éxetvos érrà xpooBacas (mpoBdoas CRZ) rexpaiperaa MCBAV 
RSXXaZZb: éxeivos érrà rpooBdcas oxorei Tt. Triclinius replaced rexpatperas 
with oxome in order to effect an iambic line: Kazavels. (Ia:d(a)y(w)y.) 
éxeivos érrà mpooBaces ororei. Incidentally, oxome Ss Xe!XaslZelZbs! was a 
gloss to rexpaiperac used by Moschopulus and Thomas. 

Phoen. 260 rais MCBAVRSXXaZZb: om. Tt. There is a Triclinian 
scholium on this ejection (it is missing in Arsenius and in Dindorf — I 
quote it from Tt): $uérepov | wepiacoy jv évravÜa. rò mais, 80 éfeBAnOy wap’ 
éuov. An excellent metrical correction. 

190 Another metrical correction could be considered: (Tıra om.) por. The anti- 


strophic responsion would look thus: Orest. 1256 cradeis ¿mì goivioy alua = 1276 80s 
adyyeXiay dyaday por o= vv- o ^s = || (enoplius). 
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Phoen. 361 8& rápßovs MCBVRSXXaZaZb, rà rápBovs A: 8 rápBos T". 

Phoen. 584 tò Atav MCBVRSXXaZZbT*, (rò om.) Aiav A: 76 Alay 85 Tt. 
The interpolation was made for metrical reasons as a result of a faulty 
measurement ró Aíay ~~ -. 

Phoen. 591 oxyrrpoww MCBVRSaZZbT*?: okgprrpa XXaA: oxyrrpov T*. 
Cf. above, p. 114. 

Phoen. 604 & bev Bwpot rarpoor. MCBVRSXXaZZb: à beoi (Bopot om.) 
warpwo. A: © coi Bwpwv ratpwwy Tt. 

Phoen. 648 yias MCBAVRSX XaZZb: om. Tt. 

Phoen. 673 pàg ya MCB?AVRS’&X XaZZb ($a ya S*): ya pig Tt. 
A metrical correction. 

Phoen. 810 av MCBAVRSX XaZZb: ray Tt. 

Phoen. 842 doreos 086s HMCB'AVRS: dorews 656s XXa: doreds y’ 680s 
ZZb : ó80s rov dareos Tt. Cf. above, p. 115; on Orest. 761, cf. above, p. 191. 

Phoen. 1050 roAw MCBAVRSX XaZZb: vroAw Tt. A metrical correction. 

Phoen. 1354 was kaa MBAVRSaXXaZZb: xai wos T'S. Obviously, S 
either followed here Triclinius or independently trivialized the word order. 

Phoen. 1527 pacroiow MBAVRSX XaZZb: paorois Tt. 

Phoen. 1556 6 cos MBAVRSXXaZZb: (6 om.) oos Pap. Strasbourg WG 
307+305, Tt. Triclinius seems to have made this correction for metrical 
reasons (in a dactylic colon), and thus he found the authentic reading, 
which is carried by the papyrus. 

Phoen. 1561 é8as MBAVRSXXaZZb: áv éBas Tt. 

Phoen. 1567 yoepa pavepà MBAVRSXXaZoe: davepa yoepa Z: yoepa ($avepà 
om.) T*. 

Phoen. 1607 Sainwv éwxe roAvBov HMBVRSZ, Saipov wre wodrAvBov A, 
Saipwv woAvBorv Euxey Zb: (Saipwv om.) woAvBov eedwxeyv X Xa: mpós wodAvBov 
éfé3uxev Tt (non liquet T?). Cf. above, p. 116. 

Phoen. 1656 68 amp HMBAVRSaXXbZZbT*?: åp o& Tt. A metrical 
interpolation. 

The general picture of Triclinius’ contributions to the textual criticism 
in Euripides and of his handling of the manuscript tradition is clear. He 
relied heavily on the second Thoman recension, especially in the dialogue 
parts. He knew and, whenever he considered it fit, used the Moschopulean 
recension. He also knew the very good old tradition as we know it from 
MC: cf. Orest. 823 peyaAn MCBAVRS, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, 
XXaZZu: moxa M? sowiAXa C’, mowíAQ Tt (cf. schol. vet. p. 182.14 
Schwartz ody drA7). Triclinius is not at his best in his handling of the 
iambics, and we cannot help feeling that the dialogue parts were a sideline 
in his critical interests. Some of his interpolations in the dialogue lines 
are rather poor: cf. Orest. 527, 761, 1094, Phoen. 842, 1656. The metrical 
correction in a trimeter Hec. 1195 «0e $pouuos was rather simple. His 
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peculiar interest was devoted to the lyrics, to the strophic arrangements, 
and to the analysis of antistrophic responsions. In this field, he made some 
excellent metrical corrections. There were some simpler changes like, e.g.: 
Orest. 194 8ixa, 337 Bopov, Phoen. 1050 wroAw. Or a transposition of words: 
Phoen. 673 yq $iAg. But the most conspicuous achievement of Triclinius 
appears in the ejection of some words (originally glosses) which sneaked 
into the text of the lyrics and which Triclinius recognized to be superfluous 
or extraneous in the light of the antistrophic responsion: cf. Hec. 911 
xarvov om., Orest. 331 yas om., 1276 po om., Phoen. 260 rais om. Thus, 
in the lyrics of the Euripidean triad, Triclinius’ name will be always remem- 
bered in the same way as in other Greek dramatists. 


LIST OF TRICLINIAN MANUSCRIPTS OF EURIPIDES 


The Triclinian copies of the Euripidean triad derive, either directly or 
indirectly, from the authentic exemplar of the Triclinian edition — T (Rome, 
Angelicus gr. 14). Among those descendants of T, the most important is 
Ta, a direct transcript of the Angelicus T: 


Ta = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Urbinas graec. 142/ (cf. Cosimus Storna- 
jolo, Codices Urbinates graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae [Romae, 1895] pp. 
272 ff.). See below, plate XIX. Paper, 14" cent., 212 X 145 mm., 188 foll. 
Former owners: 'Ioávvys Xoptacpevos (cf. fol. 47: cf. below, pp. 195, 389 ff.) ; 
'"Iodyvgs Kurpiaves (cf. fol. 6", 187%) ; @ecdwpos KAavécoroAirns (cf. fol. 1877 
t Oeodwpov xAavdioroAXirov, cf. fol. 47, 4v, 57, 5"). Cf. notes by other hands: 
fol. 4° + 7p£aro rov &dokeoÜa. ro wapov BiBAtov rov epris (ov) ô Beddwpos TH 
a" tov lovv((ov) tpéxovros érovs ,c 99. 29". yOOU' iv(Surivo)s 8% (June 1, 
1451); fol 5' érovw ,Gg ^" avo” a iv(8urwv)os O (1442/3 A.D., the corre- 
sponding indiction is the 6'^) ; fol. 1877 (partly written twice) ypéapeĝa ror 
evpyri. uyn iavovapus d, érovs ,G 9 2; 9" y 9^6» (January 17, 1446). On 
fol. 5", the name w apynpomovAos is scrawled carelessly (not by the hand of 
Ioannes Árgyropulus: cf. Omont, Facsimilés XVe et XVI¢ siècles plate 24). 
The handwriting of the ms. is very careful and neat and reminds us strongly 
of the general character and appearance of the copies of Triclinian editions 
of Sophocles, ms. Paris 2711 (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 74, plate 
15); of Pindar, Laur. Conv. Soppr. 94 (cf. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de 
Pindare p. 338) ; of Aristophanes, Vatic. gr. 1294 (cf. Zacher, Die Hand- 
schriften und Classen der Aristophanesscholien p. 603; cf. above, p. 36 note 
53). Also the Thoman ms. of Aeschylus, Vatic. gr. 2222 (cf. Turyn, 
Aeschylus p. 73) shows a similar calligraphic style. It would seem that the 
above mentioned Triclinian mss. of Euripides, Sophocles, Pindar, Aris- 
tophanes — all of them direct transcripts of authentic exemplars of Tri- 
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clinian editions — perhaps originated in the same scriptorium which was 
devoted to the Triclinian scholarship. The Euripidean ms. Ta has the 
following contents. Fol. 1° Excropy àv 0 uérpov èx ro éyyepiltov 3a riavos ; 
2" 'Iaréoy ort mávra tà pérpa — ovpBalver tà mdy; 377" Iep onueiwv ris Kow7s 
ovAAaBis röv évròs kepévov rňs BigAov; (folios 4, 5, and 6+7 are three 
separate later inserts;) 4" political verses on one Zwruds, possibly a former 
owner of the ms. (Dindorf, Scholia I p. 203.19-28), added later by Ioannes 
Chortasmenus !?! — see below, plate XXII; 4” grammatical notes written 
by different hands; 5r-Y various entries; 6" metrical notes by a later hand; 
6"—-7" are blank; 8' Vita (Moschopulean); 8" mepi rov eibóAov; 9° Vita 
(Thomano-Triclinian) ; 10° arg. to Hec. ; 10" lines of Tzetzes on Hecuba = 
Tzetzes, Chiliades X 150—164, hist. 314 (p. 368 Kiessling), headlined orixor 
mohirixot tov r(ér(ov (Dindorf, Schol. I p. 203.3717), added by a later hand, 
presumably of one Zerwós (cf. below, note 191) ; 11" Hecuba; 56° arg. to 
Orest. ; 5%” Orestes; 121° arg. to Phoen. ; 122Y-186" Phoenissae. Full Tri- 
clinian commentary ( Moschopuleo-Thomano-T'riclinian scholia) on the three 
plays. The arguments are Thomano-Triclinian. It is so obvious that Ta 
copied directly from T (Angelicus 14) that no proof need be adduced. The 
copy is made very carefully and, since T is in some parts in a state of some 
deterioration, Ta may at times be useful for discovering the original wording 
of T in those places where T is illegible (e.g., in some scholia). In the 
Triclinian scholia, quite often Ta replaced the notes juérepov of Triclinius 
by writing the mark rgwA-: or rpwA. The colometrical signs and prosodical 
marks of T are reproduced in Ta very faithfully. The cross prefixes of 
Moschopulean scholia are reproduced; the projected capital initials of 
Thoman scholia, on the whole, are likewise reproduced. Headlines of the 
preliminary matter are slightly modified in Ta in trifling details. One 
point, however, deserves our attention. The Moschopulean scholium epi 
rov ¢cidwAov is headlined in T (fol. 4”) rov abro) epi rov eibóAov (cf. above, 
p. 39). Probably rov aù- was covered by paper pasted on at a rather early 
date, or simply rov airov even if it was then visible entirely in T was dis- 
regarded by Ta. At any rate, Ta wrote the headline mep rov eibóAov, and we 
may assume that later Triclinian copies that have the same headline derived, 
directly or indirectly, from Ta. 

As I have said above, it is sufficient to compare any passage of Ta with 
T to recognize the direct dependence and the closest agreement of Ta with 
T. Just for the record and for the sake of explicit evidence, I am going to 
list here some characteristic Triclinian readings from Ta: cf. Hec. 69 obroci, 


1*! On the verses of Ioannes Chortasmenus on fol. 4r and the verses of Tzetzes on 
Hecuba added by one Zoticus on fol. 10v, and on Ioannes Chortasmenus (the later 
Ignatius, metropolitan of Selymbria) in general, cf. Appendix (below, pp. 389 ff.). 
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92 xai paw xai róÓe, 103 wpós r&v áxauov, 168 div páa dyacrós, 453 ras yvias, 
Orest. 142 Aéyovs, 189 (axe xdBov, 331 puyol (yas om.), Phoen. 171 ris xvpei, 
180 oxowei, 260 ópug (rais om.), 648 yas om., 673 yà $a. 

Now, I am going to list Triclinian mss. in the alphabetic order of their 
locations. 

Athens, 'EOvuc; BiBAtobyxn, 1058. Cf. above, p. 121. The text Orest. 145—end 
is Triclinian, and the accompanying scholia are Thoman. Cf. loc. cit. 

London, British Museum, Arundel 522 (cf. E. Maunde Thompson, Classi- 
cal Review 2 [1888] p. 173; «Forshall,» Catalogue of Manuscripts in the 
British Museum. New Series. vol. I [1834] part 1 p. 154; Schultz, Dre 
handschriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 10). Paper, 1489 
A.D., 205 X 145 mm., 200 foll., 19 lines. Former owners: Thomas Howard, 
Earl of Arundel, 1585-1646; then, Henry Howard, Duke of Norfolk, 1628— 
1684 (cf. above, p. 99) ; Royal Society in London. 'The ms. was subscribed 
on December 26, 1489 (on fol. 2007): éreAew05 rò wapóv BiBAtov BexeuBpio 
KG iv(Suruovos) «5 rov ,c99 299 POU y érovs. The script of this ms. resem- 
bles that of the folios 1'-8" supplemented in the ms. Paris 2713 (B); 
cf. above, p. 88. — Fol. 597 metrical epitome from Hephaestion; 61" cepi 
onpeiwy THS Kkow7s ovAAaBys; 62* Vita (Moschopulean) ; 63Y rep rov ei9A0v ; 
64” Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 65" arg. to Hec.; 67* Hecuba; 101* arg. 
to Orest.; 104" Orestes; 149" arg. to Phoen.; 1537-200r Phoenissae. The 
arguments are Thomano-Triclinian. There are not any scholia, except for 
a Triclinian metrical scholium on Orest. 1. The text is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 
69 ovrwoi, 73 rjv, 74 pins eBov, 92 xai uv kai rode, 103 wpós rev dyawr, 
157 xai BovAeías, Orest. 142 Aéyovs, 153 wolay réxav, 189 toxe woGov, Phoen. 
180 oxorei, 210 rais om., 584 rò Alay Sy, 648 yas om. The ms. probably was 
transcribed directly from Ta. This Arundel ms. was used by King (cf. 
above, p. 20 note 28) as Reg(tae) Soc(tetatis) 7, and by Porson (with the 
symbol K: cf. Porson, Euripidis Hecuba? [Lipsiae, 1824] p. 3). Through 
King who greatly valued this ms. (“ codex optimus... quem maxime secuti 
sumus ”— King in his edition), the Triclinian recension was disclosed to 
modern editors. 

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A 104 sup. (No. 30 in Martini-Bassi, 
Catalogus I pp. 33 f.). Paper, 1423 a.p., 218 X 146 mm., 196 foll., 13 lines. 
Written and subscribed by 'EuavovjA ô Mafpiavós (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, 
Die griech. Schreiber p. 118) on June 3, 1423 (fol. 1967) : éreAcuwOy Tò rapòv 
BiBXrlov Sa xeipós épov : "EpavoviA roU paBpiavod + ivi iovviw y” Tov ,cg/0 200 
A'ov g'ov érovs iy(Sucrusvos) a. Regarding the name, cf. the note on one 
Mavpiaws in the ms. Salamanca 280: above, p. 183. — These are the con- 
tents of the ms. Milan A 104 sup.: fol. 1° érropy r&v Ó uérpov; 2° 'Ioréoy 
KTÀ.; 9" wept onpelwy THs kows ovAAaBys; 3° Vita (Moschopulean) ; 4* sepi 
tov eiboÀov; 4Y orixor morio: rov. r(ér(ov; (5 blank;) 6" Vita (Thomano- 
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Triclinian) ; 6" arg. to Hec.; 8° Hecuba; 58" arg. to Orest.; 60° Orestes; 
126" arg. to Phoen. ; 127-196" Phoenissae. The Triclinian (Moschopuleo- 
Thomano-Triclinian) commentary on the three plays. Arguments are given 
in the Thomano-Triclinian version. The text is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 69 
ovrwat, 74 dí(Ass Sov, 92 xal pyv xai rode, 103 mpós rav dxawov, Orest. 142 
A€xous, 158 rolay riyav, 189 loye molov, 258 dy sois Sepviots, Phoen. 180 oxorei, 
260 rais om., 361 8 rdpBos, 648 yas om. The ms. was derived directly from 
Ta (after the poem of Tzetzes on Hecuba was added in Ta by another hand, 
j.e., by the hand of Zoticus: cf. above, p. 195; below, pp. 389 ff.). 

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A 115 sup. (No. 40 in Martini-Bassi, 
Catalogus I pp. 46ff.; cf. Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der 
Theokrit-Scholien p. 182). Paper, late 15t or early 16*b cent., 210 X 154 
mm., v + 508 foll. Once owned by Ottaviano Ferrari, 1508-1586 (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 456 note 1; Martini-Bassi, op. cit. 
I pp. x11 f.; Tiraboschi, Storia della letteratura italiana? VII 3 [1792] pp. 
891 ff.). — Fol. 279" arg. to Phoen.; 282'-346' Phoenissae. Triclinian com- 
mentary. The text is Triclinian: cf. Phoen. 180 oxcowa, 260 rais om., 361 
0€ rdpBos, 648 yias om. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 74 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus I cols. 126 f.; 
No. 74 in Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 5; cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 23). 
Paper, beginning of the 16t cent., 208 X 149 mm., 225 foll. There are only 
scholia on the triad, without the poetic text. — Fol. 17 émropy r&v Ô uérpov; 
4' mep onpelwy Ts Kowns avAAaBys; 5Y Vita (Moschopulean) ; 6° mepi rov 
eiSwAov; 7* Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 8Y arg. to Hec.; 11° Triclinian 
commentary on Hecuba, headlined é&ygots epuridov marv whéAnpos; 59" arg. 
to Orest.; 61" Triclinian commentary on Orestes; 130bis" arg. to Phoen.; 
134-209” Triclinian commentary on Phoenissae 1-1539 (end missing). 
The arguments are exhibited in the Thomano-Triclinian version. The Tri- 
clinian commentary on the three plays comprises Moschopuleo-Thomano- 
Triclinian scholia. The headline é&yyots ebpur(9ov mávv ùwpéàpos (-npos cod.) 
imitates typical headlines of early Renaissance editors. This ms. was used 
by King (cf. above, p. 20 note 28). 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2077 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventaire sommaire II [1888] pp. 189 f.). Paper, 15'^ cent., 216 X 146 mm., 
301 foll., 13 lines. — Fol. 121" Vita; 121” arg. to Hec.; 122% Hecuba; 174" 
arg. to Orest.; 176"—247* Orestes. Moschopulean and Thoman scholia on 
the two plays, obviously taken from the Triclinian commentary of the source 
copied. 'The text is Triclinian (with occasional departures): cf. Hec. 69 
ovroci, 73 rjv, 168 oiv pde dyads, 174 eins, 188 xowd ris, Orest. 142 Aéxovs, 
153 mroiav rixyav, 258 èv gois Sepvioss. 

Paris, Bibliothèque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2812 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventatre sommaire III p. 44). Paper, 15'^ cent., 203 X 130 mm., 169 foll., 
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15 lines. Written by a notary Theodore (fol. 169" 6«ó8wpos vordpwos) : cf. 
Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 141. Ownership entry on foi. 
45" : rov yuakovpov tov ytarpov (physician Giacomo ?).— Fol. 1° Vita (Thomano- 
Triclinian) ; 27 arg. to Hec.; 3'-45* Hecuba (29—end) ; 46" arg. to Orest. ; 
48r Orestes; 1067 arg. to Phoen.; 1107-169" Phoenissae. Moschopulean and 
Thoman scholia on the three plays, taken from the Triclinian commentary. 
Triclinian metrical scholia are omitted. The text is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 69 
ovrogi, 75 pirAns «Sov, 92 xai uyv kai rode, 858 dvdpa niv rovrov $iAov, 1194 
amwàovr’ ovris, Orest. 142 Aéyovs, 153 wolay riyav, 258 ey gois Sepviors, 988 
roy *oÀov, Phoen. 180 oxomei, 260 mais om., 584 rò Aíay 89, 604 sarpoov, 
673 ya paa. 

T = Rome, Biblioteca Angelica, greco 14. The authentic exemplar of the 
Triclinian edition. Cf. above, pp. 23 ff. 


Salamanca, Biblioteca Universitaria, 243 (once 1-2-20: cf. Graux-Martin, 
Notices sommaires des manuscrits grecs d’Espagne et de Portugal pp. 
194 ff.).!?? Paper, late 15" or early 16 cent., 208 X 142 mm., 244 foll., 
21 lines.!?! — Fol. 77° arg. to Phoen.; 81'-123" Phoentssae. The text is 
Triclinian: cf. Phoen. 260 mais om., 584 rò Alay 8, 648 yias om., 673 ya $iAq. 

Salamanca, Biblioteca Universitaria, 280 (cf. above, p. 183). The text of 
Hecuba is Triclinian. It is accompanied by Moschopulean and Thoman 
scholia taken from the Triclinian commentary. Cf. loc. cit. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatinus graec. 223 (cf. Stevenson, Codices 
manuscripti Palatini graeci pp. 118 f.; Franchi de’ Cavalieri — Lietzmann, 
Specimina codicum graecorum Vaticanorum? p. xviii, plate 47). Paper, 
1495 A.D., 215 X 145 mm., 492 foll., 13 lines. The ms. is subscribed on fol. 
491°: éreXewOn rò mapòv BiBAlov rov Co F: érovs: iy(8urio)v(o)s papriw i: 
Sa xetpos ypaydons (= 15 March 1495, the 13t? indiction was not filled in 
by the scribe). A facsimile sample is given in de’ Cavalieri-Lietzmann? pl. 
47 (fol. 236% = Hec. 903-917). — Fol. 189° émtrouy rv 6 pérpwv; 191° "Ioréov 
— vá; 1927 mepi onpeiwv THs Kowys ovdAaBas; 193% Vita (Moschopulean) ; 
194” cepi rov eiSwrov; 195" Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 196" arg. to Hec.; 
198" Hecuba; 253Y arg. to Orest.; 257” Orestes; 341Y arg. to Phoen. ; 345'— 
437" Phoenissae. Full Triclinian commentary (Moschopuleo-Thomano- 
Triclinian scholia) on the three plays. The text is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 74 
girns ei0ov, 168 div paei dyaoròs, 453 ras yvías, 911 aiÜdAo (xaxvov om.), 


19  Graux-Martin p. 194 erroneously listed this ms. (in the old numbering) as 
1-2-10, and this error was repeated by Irigoin, Histoire du tezte de Pindare p. 434, 
and Douglas C. C. Young, Scriptorium 7 (1953) p. 17. 

193 Young, loc. cit., states that this ms. (perhaps he refers to its Theognis part 
only) is written by Aristobulus Apostolides. At any rate, the Euripides part of this 
ms. is not written by Aristobulus Apostolides (Arsenius of Monembasia). 
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Orest. 142 Aéxyovs, 189 loye robov, Phoen. 180 axorei, 260 mais om. The ms. 
was probably derived from Ta. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatinus graec. 236 (cf. Stevenson, Codices 
manuscripti Palatini graeci pp. 128 f.). Paper, 15'5 cent., 220 X 145 mm.. 
101 foll. Written by several hands. Once owned by Aoíxas vordpios of the 
patriarchate of Constantinople (according to a note on fol. 77").!9?* — Fol. 
]' Vita; 2v arg. to Hec.; 4—50" Hecuba; 51'-99% Orestes. Thoman and 
Triclinian scholia from the Triclinian commentary, intentionally limited 
to these groups of scholia; occasionally some Moschopulean scholia are 
transcribed from the same Triclinian source. The text of Hecuba and the 
beginning of Orestes are Triclinian: cf. Hec. 74 $iAgs «lBov, 168 oiv dade 
dyaorós, 858 avdpa uiv rovrov didov, 1194 dmóAovr' obris, Orest. 81 7 ye!” 
But even in this part the text is not consistently Triclinian and shows some 


1** On this Doukas notarius, cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 113; 
cf. also Aubrey Diller, The Tradition of Minor Greek Geographers p. 10 note 34; 
Cardinale Giovanni Mercati, in: Miscellanea bibliografica in memoria di Don Tom- 
maso Accurti (Storia e letteratura, 15. Roma, 1947) p. 24; Franz Dolger, Hi- 
storisches Jahrbuch der Görres Gesellschaft 72 (1952) pp. 219 f. There is in the 
Palat. gr. 236 fol. 77" only an ownership entry oúxas vordpios rs dywwrdrns ToU 
6(co)v, and this is the same hand (I compared photographic samples) that wrote 
the Palat. gr. 388 and subscribed it on fol. 150r and wrote a part of the ms. Eton 
College 144 (cf. Montague Rhodes James, A Descriptive Catalogue of the Manuscripta 
in the Library of Eton College (Cambridge, 1895] pp. 73 f.; subscriptions by Doukas 
are on page 144 — fol. 72* and on page 512 = fol. 256"; ownership entry for Ioannes 
of Ragusa was written by Doukas on page 145 = fol. 73r). Both mss. Palat. 388 
and Eton 144 were written by Doukas at the expense of Fra Ioannes of Ragusa 
(Pal. 388 fol. 150r — lepouwrváxov Ppa ww(ár»)ov, ò ard Tj)» payoutlay: —, Eton 144 
page 512 = fol. 256* — lepwuováx (ov) på w(ávr) ov: ++ dro r9s payoutias. —), i.e., for 
Johannes (the later cardinal) Stojković of Ragusa (born ca. 1390-1395, bishop 
1438, cardinal 1440), who was in Constantinople in 1435-1437 (cf. B. Altaner, in: 
Lexikon für Theologie und Kirche V [Freiburg im Breisgau, 1933] col. 527; Fran- 
ciscus Palacky, Monumenta conciliorum generalium seculi decimi quinti ediderunt 
Caesareae Academiae Scientiarum socii delegati. Concilium Basileense. Scriptorum 
tomus I [Vindobonae, 1857] pp. vin ff.; Conrad Eubel, Hierarchia catholica medis 
aevi 1431-1503 [Monasterii, 1901] p. 10). On mss. from his collection now in Basel, 
ef. Rudolf Beer, “ Eine Handschriftenschenkung aus dem Jahre 1443," Serta Har- 
teliana (Wien, 1896) pp. 270 ff.; B. Altaner, “ Zur Geschichte der Handschriften- 
sammlung des Kardinals Johannes von Ragusa," Historisches Jahrbuch der Górres- 
Gesellschaft 47 (1927) pp. 730-732; Giovanni Mercati, Miscellanea Tommaso Accurté 
pp. 3ff.; Diller, op. cit. pp. 9 f.; Dólger, Historisches Jahrbuch der Görres Gesell- 
&chaft 72 (1952) pp. 218 ff. 

On the above basis, we can date the activities of Doukas notarius as of ca. 1435 A.D. 
This gives us also an approximate terminus ante quem for the origination of the 
Palat. gr. 236. There are in the Palat, 236 notes by a different hand pertaining to 
the year 1471 and referring to a Aovxàs ò vordpios ToU ueyáXov dovxés and to other 
persons (cf. Stevenson, op. cit. pp. 128 f.). 

?** This is the Triclinian reading: fye Tt &ye Tz? (cf. above, p. 171 note 184). 
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departures from Triclinius: cf. Hec. 911 xasvov extat, 922 éuBeBaera. The 
text of Orestes (except for the beginning) seems to be basically old (with 
occasional interpolations, e.g., Orest. 228 8énas from Moschopulus). It may 
be that the scribe of this ms. used the ms. T as his source. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatinus graec. 354 (cf. Stevenson, Codices 
manuscripti Palatini graeci pp. 201 f.). Paper, 1447 A.D., 215 X 140 mm., 
104 foll, 15 lines. Written by one Nicodemus, according to fol. 1027: 
t eipurziBov SéSuxe Svoiv Spaydruy, | iSeiv ro répua savrokpárep © xapis. | ápx? 
yàp airés kai KaAov wavros wépas, | eim 8? vwóbnuos* ebyecOe Té por: — | ui 
cerreflpio xB-2 rov goë 299 ygor’ iy(Bucrwvos) a’: (22 September 1447). Cf. 
Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 344. The same Nicodemus 
wrote the Euripides ms. Vatic. gr. 55 (cf. below), concluded on fol. 107* 
with the same colophon of 4 lines (without date), and also the Euripi- 
des ms. Paris 2809 (cf. above, p. 145), which he subscribed (on fol. 2067) as 
povaxós wxodnpos. The mss. Palatin. 354 and Vatic. 55 agree very closely. 
They share, e.g., in such peculiar errors: Hec. 65 oxéuxwn, Orest. 42 xAavv- 
Siwy (8 gow om.), Orest. 116 craca o’ éx' (instead of the Moschopulean 
reading oraca y' èr’). We can assume that either the two mss. Palat. 354 
and Vatic. 55 were copied from the same source and are to be considered 
gemelli, or the Palat. 354 was copied by Nicodemus from his own ms. 
Vatic. 55 (and not vice versa, since Vatic. 55 has fuller scholia on Hecuba). 
Possibly the Vita and argument to Hec. were written in Vatic. 55, but later 
were torn off. The reader may compare the analysis of the Vatic. 55 to see 
that the texts of the two mss. agree, even in their changing character. We 
continue with the description of the Palat. 354. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1Y arg. to 
Hec.; 3° Hecuba; 46° arg. to Orest. ; 471—102" Orestes. Some Moschopulean 
and Triclinian exegetic scholia on Hecuba, taken from the Triclinian com- 
mentary; Moschopulean scholia on Orestes. 'lhe text of Hecuba is Tri- 
clinian : cf. Hec. 69 obroci, 14 piàns eov, 168 00v daa dyacrós, 453 ras yvias, 
911 aiüdAe (xamvov om.). The text of Orestes is Moschopulean: cf. Orest. 
169 oiv vw, 228 Béuas, 326 èar’, 424 eimov xakas, 1684 (qvos. Cf. above, p. 153. 

Ta — Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Urbinas graec. 142. Cf. above, pp. 194 ff. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 55 (cf. Mercati-Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri, Codices Vaticani graeci I p. 49). Paper, middle of the 15'^ cent., 
210 X 146 mm., 111 + 107 foll. Written by Nicodemus (cf. fol. 1077), scribe 
of the Euripides mss. Palatin. gr. 354 and Paris 2809 (cf. above; cf. p. 
145). This ms. is either a gemellus or the source of Palatin. 354 (in the 
latter case, we have to assume that Vatic. 55 once had the Vita and argu- 
ment to Hec., which were later lost in the same way as a quire with Orest. 
195—432 was lost). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 57° arg. to Orest. ; 58'-107* Orestes 
(1-194, 433-end). A quire was lost between fol. 64 and 65. Triclinian 
commentary (Moschopuleo-Thomano-Triclinian scholia) on Hecuba. Mos- 
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chopulean scholia on Orestes. The text shows the same difference as the 
scholia. The text of Hecuba is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 69 otrwai, 74 pidns doy, 
168 div pda dyacrós, 453 ras yvías, 911 aiÜdAe (xamvov om.). The text of 
Orestes is Moschopulean: cf. Orest. 162 dp’ om., 169 ovy vw, 447 xpos, 535 
avrov, 1024 o’ om., 1684 (qós. The text of Palat. 354 agrees entirely with 
that of Vatic. 55 in its changing character. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 897 (cf. Wilhelm Studemund, 
Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 13 [1867] p. 610 note 4). Paper, 15% 
cent., 22 X 14 cm., 201 foll., 13 lines. On fol. 201v", there is a subscription 
in monograms, as it seems, by 6«ó8wpos vordptos, dated aùryovorw iy (Suruvos) 
c. — Fol. 1° mirou) rov O uérpov èx roù éyyepil(ov ?pawrriovos; 2" iaréoy ore 
KTÀ.; OY wept onpelwv ris kows ovAAaBys; 4% Vita (Moschopulean) ; 57 epi 
row eiboAov ; 6" Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; ?* arg. to Hec.; 8" orixoe moite- 
xoi ToU rlér{ov = Tzetzes, Chil. X 150—164 (Dindorf I p. 203.3-17) ; 9* 
political verses of Ioannes Chortasmenus (Dindorf I p. 203.19—28 — cf. 
above, p. 195; below, pp. 389 ff.) ; 10" Hecuba ; 60° arg. to Orest. ; 62r Orestes; 
130r arg. to Phoen.; 1337-201Y Phoentssae. Full Triclinian commentary 
on the three plays. The ms. is Triclinian in text as well as in scholia: cf. 
Hec. 69 ovrwoi, 74 didns ddov, 168 ùv pde dyaarós, Orest. 142 Aéxovs, 189 
iaxe w000v, 331 yas om., Phoen. 180 axorei, 260 vais om. The ms. must 
derive from Ta (Urbinas 142), considering the presence of the political 
verses of Tzetzes and Chortasmenus on folios 8" and 9r. Its characteristic 
feature is the consecutive arrangement of the two poems (contrary to their 
placement in Ta). The Triclinian replacement at the beginning of B (Paris 
2713) must have been copied from this Vatic. 897 (cf. above, p. 88). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 2241. Paper, 15th cent., 218 X 
150 mm., vir + 196 foll, 14 lines (folios 72-73, 79—81 are lost). Former 
owners: Giorgio Valla (cf. fol. 196%); Alberto Pio of Carpi (fol. 7": the 
ownership entry was written by Musurus) ; Cardinal Giovanni Salviati (fol. 
g”); No. 80 in the Colonna library (cf. Giovanni Card. Mercati, Codici 
latini Pico Grimani Pio e i codici greci Pio dt Modena p. 60 note 2; on 
ownership entries in Alberto Pio's mss. made in the handwriting of Musurus, 
cf. Mercati pp. 62, 71 ff.; cf. above, p. 38 note 57). — Fol. 1" (according to 
the upper right-hand numbering) Epitome from Hephaestion ; 2* 'Iaréov or 
KTÀ. ; 2Y wepi onpeiwv THs Kowns ovrAAaBys ; 4" Vita (Moschopulean), headlined 
Tov Godwrdrov K(vpo)v¥ pavovjA ro) pooxoTovAov avvojis ToU Biov Tov soujrov; 
4Y rov avrov epi tov cidwAov; 5Y Vita (Thomano-Triclinian), headlined roi 
godutarov K(vpo)t Owua roù payictpov avvoyrs rov Te Biov Troù momroŭ Kai THs 
ToU Ópáparos vmoÜéaeos; 6" arg. to Hec.; 8° Hecuba; 53” arg. to Orest.; 55° 
Orestes (1-491, 549-716, 774—end) ; 114" arg. to Phoen.; 1167-173" Phoe- 
nissae. Exegetic scholia of the Triclinian commentary (with the metrical 
scholia of Triclinius omitted) on the three plays. The poetic text of the ms. 


Google 


202 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


is composed of two sections. Hecuba and Orestes 1-716 (through fol. 78") 
were originally old, but then corrected by the same scribe of the ms. through 
comparison with a Triclinian ms. so that countless Triclinian interpolations 
were introduced into that part of the ms. by the scribe’s corrections. Then, 
from Orestes 774 on (from fol. 827 on), or perhaps a little before (in the 
lost section Orest. 717-773), the ms. followed a Triclinian source, because 
in Orest. ?''4-end and Phoenissae Triclinian readings appear as the original 
writing (not a result of corrections) of the scribe: cf. Orest. 782 xai uv ro 
mpüyp', 798 rHs pntpos, 988 rov rwAwv, Phoen. 171 ris xvpet, 180 oxore, 260 
mais om., 584 rò Alay 83, 1656 dvyp 08°. Obviously, the scribe took the exegetic 
scholia of the whole triad from the Triclinian ms. which he was using as 
his source. It is most probable that the scribe of this Vaticanus 2241 used 
the ms. T (Angelicus 14). This is suggested by the fact that the Mos- 
chopulean comment repi rov eióoAov appears here with the headline rov avrov 
mpi Tov eidwAov — the same one that is an exclusive feature of T. (I remind 
the reader that rov aù- is now covered with a piece of paper in T. At any 
rate, in Ta = Urbinas 142 the headline is only wepi rov eióoAov). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 2378. Paper, 15'^ cent., 210 X 
152 mm., 1v + 158 + r1 foll., 19 lines. — Fol. 1" Hecuba ; 35' arg. to Orest.; 
377-82" Orestes; 82" Vita (Moschopulean) ; 83" mepi rov eibuAov; 81" Vita 
(Thomano-Triclinian) ; 85" arg. Hec.; 87^" Tzetzes, Chil. X 150-164 (p. 
203.3-17 Dindorf). The text is Triclinian: cf. Hec. 69 ovrwat, 74 pidrns eov, 
92 xai uiv kai rode, 103 mpós ræv áxawv, Orest. 142 Aéyovs, 158 wotay rvxav, 
189 loxe molov. 


At the end of this list of Triclinian mss., I wish to list two mss. which 
have only scholia on the triad, both exegetic and metrical. Their metrical 
scholia, while different from the metrical scholia of T, show strong Tri- 
clinian influence and the spirit of Triclinian metrics. This is why I include 
the description of these two mss. here. 

Modena, Biblioteca Estense, a.U.9.22 (once III.C.14 ; No. 93 in Puntoni, 
Studi Italiani di filologia classica 4 [1896] p. 446; cf. Guilelmus Stude- 
mund, Anecdota varia I [Berolini, 1886] p. 255; C. O. Zuretti, Analecta 
Aristophanea ['Torino, 1892] pp. 16 f.; Ioannes Kayser, De veterum arte 
poetica quaestiones selectae [Diss. Lipsiae, 1906]pp. 55 ff.; Wendel, Uber- 
lieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien pp. 9 ff., 186). Paper, 
15'^ cent., 228 X 165 mm., 213 foll., 29 lines for the scholia on Euripides. 
Former owners: Giorgio Valla; Alberto Pio di Carpi (notes facing fol. 17) ; 
Cardinal Rodolfo Pio (cf. Giovanni Card. Mercati, Codici latini Pico Gri- 
mani Pio e i codici greci Pio di Modena p. 220 under No. 146, p. 228 under 
No. 75). The ms. is written by the same hand, in about the same page size, 
and with the same number of lines to page as the ms, Modena a.Q.5.20 
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(once III.C.8: No. 87 in Puntoni pp. 443 f.) which contains scholia on 
Sophocles, both exegetic and metrical, taken from the Triclinian com- 
mentary on Sophocles (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 81 ff.). It seems 
that the two mss. came originally from one volume. But late in the 15tł 
century, when Ianus Lascaris made notes on the library of Giorgio Valla 
in Venice, he recorded separately the present Modena a.Q.5.20 (with scholia 
on Sophocles) and the present Modena a.U.9.22 (cf. K. K. Müller, * Neue 
Mittheilungen über Janos Laskaris und die Mediceische Bibliothek," Cen- 
tralblatt für Bibliothekswesen 1 [1884] p. 382; Mercati, op. cit. p. 218 No. 
134, p. 220 No. 146; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 81 note 84). 

The contents of the Modena a.U.9.22 with regard to Euripidean matter 
are these: fol. 1" exegetic scholia on Hecuba, headlined cyodta els rò ebpuriBov 
Spapa, éxaBy; 9" on Orestes, axóAa eis tò eipuriBov pāua, Ópéargs ; 167—19Y 
on Phoenissae, axóAua eis Tò ebpurióov Spapa, $owiacav; 81" metrical scholia 
on Hecuba, mepi uérpov dv éxpijoaro edpiridns èv éxdáf]m ; 85" on Orestes, pérpa, 
ois éxpnoaro evpiridns èv òpéory ; 92Y—99" on Phoenissae, mept uérpov ois éxpnoaro 
epuriógs èv $owlacats. 

The scholia of this ms. Modena a.U.9.22, both exegetic and metrical, agree 
very closely with the scholia appearing in the ms. Parma, Fondo Parmense 
154 (cf. above, p. 150), so that we have to assume that either the Modena 
scholia were copied from the Parma ms., or both the Parma ms. and the 
Modena ms. descended from a common source. Accordingly, whatever I say 
below about the character of the Modena scholia, especially about the metri- 
cal scholia of the Modena ms., by the same token pertains to the scholia 
of the Parma ms. 

The exegetic scholia of the ms. Modena a.U.9.22 are a mixture of various 
scholia, made on the basis of Byzantine and old scholia, and of some peculiar 
scholia that often coincide, in topics or in topics and wording, with scholia 
which we suppose to be Planudean. Then, the metrical scholia are written 
in Triclinian manner in general, but do not coincide with the metrical 
scholia of T, especially in the lyries. Since the metrical scholia of T repre- 
sent the final wording of Triclinius, we may conceivably venture to assume 
that perhaps this Modena scribe (and also the scribe of the Parma 154) 
used a source that descended from an earlier copy of Triclinius’ metrical 
comments made by him in some manuscript which is lost. 

The metrical scholia of the Modena ms. on the lyrics do not mention any 
critical interventions in the Triclinian manner in the form of his customary 
drastic changes. Then, they do not show the final stage of Triclinius’ analy- 
ses of the epodic or strophic composition in the lyrics. An interesting and 
important element appears in the metrical scholia of the Modena ms. in 
that dactyls are measured there xarà povorodiav, not xarà Surodiav. Different 
cola are measured as dactylic cola in accordance with this principle, and 
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often the explicit explanation xarà povowodiay is added (e.g., on fol. 857, 87", 
90v/91', 93", 96"). Contrary to the final Triclinian text, the line Orest. 1276 
is measured (fol. 89%) dvamawrrwóv Siperpov dxardAqxrov — and thus it per- 
tains to the line with the word po still in the text, before it was ejected by 
Triclinius. The next line, Orest. 1277, is measured SaxrvAuoy rpiperpov 
vrepxataAnxroy, 1.e., monopodically, though the usual remark xarà povorodtay 
is not added. This would imply that the Modena metrical scholia on Eu- 
ripides, if they are ‘ proto-Triclinian’ metrical scholia, are based on a 
more advanced Triclinian theory, because in his first Aristophanes edition 
Triclinius relied on the dipodic measurement of dactyls (cf. above, p. 32 
note 49). By the same token, we can suppose that the first edition of 
Aristophanes by Triclinius was prior to his presumed first edition of Eu- 
ripides and was certainly the earliest Triclinian edition of a dramatic poet 
(cf. above, pp. 36 f.). 

What I say above is very tentative and it would require a further careful 
analysis of the metrical terminology of the Modena scholia to establish the 
degree of probability of Triclinian authorship of the Modena metrical 
scholia. 'This is a difficult problem that may transcend the possibility of 
an absolutely certain solution, for what we now have of Triclinius’ work 
represents in most cases the final stages of his elaboration in each author 
concerned — except for the metrical scholia on Aristophanes in the Paris 
2821 and the meager metrical scholia on Aeschylus’ Agam. and Eumen. in 
the mss. Laur. 31, 8 and Venice 616, which go back to the first Triclinian 
editions of Aristophanes and Aeschylus, respectively.!** 

I append here the description of a Cambridge ms. that seems to be a 
direct copy of the Modena scholia. 

Cambridge, University Library, Dd.11.70 (No. 696 in: A Catalogue of 
the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge 
I [1856] pp. 460 ff.; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 81 ff. and plate 16, 
reproducing fol. 191’, schol. Soph. Antig. 24-39, in the same handwriting 
as the Euripidean scholia; Studemund, Anecdota varia I p. 255). Composite 
volume, paper and parchment, 15'^ and 16'^ cent., 275 foll. We are con- 
cerned with a text in the fascicle fol. 26—228 (of the continuous numbering), 
paper, 16 cent., 225 X 162 mm. This fascicle must have been in Paris in the 
middle of the 16 cent., because it was used by Adrianus Turnebus for his 
edition of the scholia on Sophocles published in 1553 (cf. Turyn, Studies 
in Sophocles p. 83). — Fol. 26" exegetic scholia on Hecuba 71 ff. (beginning 
lost) ; 317 metrical scholia on Hecuba, headlined wepi rav nérpov àv éxpyoaro, 
evpimidns dy éxaBn Bpduari; 34° exegetic scholia on Orestes, exoXua eis tò 
evtpiridov Ópdpa Ópécrgs; 38" metrical scholia on Orestes, pérpa, ois éxypyoaro 


196 Cf, Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 110 ff.; cf. above, p. 32 note 49. 
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eipuriógs èv péar; 42° exegetic scholia on Phoenissae, axoAua els tò ebpuribov 
pápa’ dowicoa; 44"—48" metrical scholia on Phoentssae, Ilepi pérpov ois 
éxpnoaro eUpuriógs èv dowicoas. The text of these scholia and their headlines 
agree perfectly with the Euripidean scholia in the Modena ms. a.U.9.22, 
and it may well be that the Cambridge scholia are derived from the Modena 
ms. a.U.9.22 — in the same way as the Sophocles scholia of the Cambridge 
ms. Dd.11.70 are derived from the Modena a.Q.5.20, which is a sister volume 
of the Modena a.U.9.22 (cf. Turyn, Studies tn Sophocles pp. 82 f.). Both 
Modena mss. were together in the library of Giorgio Valla and, then, in the 
Pio library and, therefore, could be used at the same time in one place. The 
Cambridge ms. rearranged only the sequence of the scholia groups in rela- 
tion to the Modena ms. a.U.9.22. 
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VIII. Tre Late BYZANTINE DYAD or EURIPIDES 


The Byzantine tradition of a tragie writer seems to have gone through 
similar stages in all three of the tragic poets. A striking common feature 
of the three tragic texts is a late Byzantine reduction of the triad to a dvad 
consisting of the first two plavs of the triad. We have observed this phe- 
nomenon in Aeschylus/where I called that dyad/(Prometheus, Septem) 
the recension ¢ (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 93 ff.) Jand in Sophocles where 
I called the dyad) (4iaz, Electra)(the Jena recension, or, a later variety 
of that dyad, the Barocci recension (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 
87 ff., 96 ff. J. However, I should say that the establishment and the evolu- 
tion of the Euripidean dyad (Hecuba, Orestes) parallels rather the situation 
in Sophocles, since the Palaeologean stages of the Euripides tradition resem- 
ble most closely the situation in Sophocles — we have in both tragedians 
Thoman, Moschopulean, and Triclinian editions, while in Aeschylus there 
were only the Thoman and the Triclinian recensions (without any contribu- 
tion of Moschopulus). 

It seems that possibly the late Byzantine dyad of Euripides was estab- 
lished not earlier than the 15'5 century, because we do not find manuscripts 
of that dyad prior to the second half of the 15tb century.!?' This late 
Byzantine dyad of Euripides appears in two varieties: the Cambridge dyad 6, 
which I consider the somewhat earlier variety, and the Harley dyad y. 
which seems to be somewhat later or secondary in relation to the dyad ô. 

We can consider the ms. Cambridge Nn.3.13 as a typical representative 
of the Cambridge dyad 8. 

J — Cambridge, University Library, Nn.3.13 (No. 2624 in: A Catalogue 
of the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of Cambridge 
IV pp. 481 f.). See below, plate XX. Paper, 15'^ cent., 213 X 152 mm., 
11+ 200 + 11 foll. (fol. 1-11, 1-8, 138%-157", 189—200, 1-11 at end, are blank), 
11 lines. Ownership entry (fol. 188") : Antonij Seripandi et amicoru(m) 
(on Antonio Seripando, cf. Wilhelm Weinberger, Bettrage zur Handschrif- 
tenkunde II [Sitzungsberichte der philos.-histor. Klasse der Kaiserlichen 


197 Most mss, of the Euripidean dyad 3 and of the Sophoclean dyad in the Jena 
recension show a script and a make-up resembling the Sophoclean and the Euripidean 
parts of the ms. Paris 2598 written possibly in the year 1467 (cf. below, p. 220; 
facsimile sample in Turyn, Studies in Sophocles plate XVII). Similar writing 
appears, eg., in Nicolaus Eparchus: cf. Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles 
plate 39 (of the year 1481). 
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Akademie der Wissenschaften 161. Band. Wien, 1909. IV. Abhandlung] 
p. 39 note 1; cf. H. Omont, Bibliothéque de l'École des Charles 45 [1884] 
p. 331 note 2). — Fol. 9r Vita (Triclinian) ; 9" arg. to Hec. (on Thoman 
basis) ; 11" Hecuba, with scholia; 697-70" arg. to Orest. (Triclinian) ; 717- 
12Y Orestes 1—42, without scholia ; 737—138" Orestes, with scholia ; 1657-186" 
Hecuba 115—end, with Thoman scholia ; 1877-188" arg. to Orest. (Triclinian). 
We are concerned here mainly with the folios 97—70r and 737-138', contain- 
ing the basic part of the ms. (about the Hecuba fragment on fol. 1657-186", 
cf. below, p. 208 note 198), and we are going to discuss here only this part 
of the volume. 

The number of poetic lines to a page, 11 lines, is a characteristic feature 
of many mss. of the Aeschylean dyad recension £ and of the Jena recension 
of the Sophoclean dyad. The writing style of this Cambridge ms. J reminds 
us also of the writing style of most mss. of the Jena recension in Sophocles. 
In the scholia of J, the capital initial is, as & rule, projected to the left 
(as in the Jena style of Sophocles — cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles plate 
XVII), in a manner that continues the original Thoman way (cf. above, 
p. 41). The scholia on the two plays in J are a mixture mainly of Byzantine 
scholia (Moschopulean and Thoman), with a characteristic beginning of a 
scholium on Hec. 1 (which may serve as an easy detector of this scholia 
recension) — I quote this beginning from J: "Hxc vexpov: yw avri ToU 1)A00v 
OTép stiv BS ddpiotos. TO Ó€ xov éaTiv àxpygorov* avr’ avrov 8$ xpopeÜa ro 
éveo Tür. nw ovd€ yàp Tyv oixeiay éudaive: SUyajuv Ô vertos. 

As to the poetic text of J, I should say that basieally it is Moschopulean: 
cf. Hec. 21 ámoXero, 56 BojAeov, 76 lov’ ddov yàp, 318 ajuxpóv, 582 0' om., 
907 xadvrra, 923 8€ rou Orest. 61 ovuoopds, 116 oraca y' èr’, 162 dp’ om., 
228 8éuas, 286 émápas épyov és, 326 dar’, 327 xaxov uóxÜov. There are also 
some Thoman interpolations: cf. Hec. 60 ópó8ovAoy viv, 62 pov 8épas. Yet, 
the most significant feature of the text of that late Byzantine dyad are some 
peculiar mistakes that are guiding errors toward the detection of the dyadic 
recension of a ms. and that recur, as a rule, in the mss. of the dyad not 
only in the Cambridge recension ô, but also in the Harley recension y. Here 
are the most conspicuous of those mistakes quoted from the Cambridge ms. 
J (but shared also by the mss. of the Harley dyad y): 

Hec. 409 por om., 600 ye (uév- om.) rou 1123 av róApav ErAns rv9' dpsxavov 
éxd Bn, 1257 eis] ws, 1275 y’ om., Orest. 149 xara ye kára ye (supra priorem 
vocem glossa émeva), 287 rois 8’ Epyoun 8 où (so in J, but in most mss. of 
the dyad there is the reading rois épyow: & ob), 984 dvaBodowpa J”: (dva- 
Bodow J**) — the reading dvaBodowpa: appears in both recensions 8 and y, 
1072 ri 8 Caw vulgo codd., [re] 85 {pv Pap. Geneva 91 (Revue de philologie 
N.S. 19 [1895] p. 105) : ré 88 6 Cav J=, ri 8: Sei (v JP? (this is the reading 
of the dyad). 
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While the above readings of J are common to the dyad recension in 
general, i.e., to both recensions 8 and y, there is, however, an exclusive 
feature of the recension 8 which does not reappear in the recension y — it is 
the reading Orest. 1029 uéA«os vulgo codd.: rAjpuv J. Actually, this reading 
of the dyad 8 is a Moschopulean ypdd¢era:-variant: uéAeos vulgo codd., etiam 
XXa: rAjpov XXa? (cf. above, p. 112). But in Moschopulus the vulgate 
reading pécos is kept in the text and rAzuov is given as a yp.-variant, while 
in the dyad & the vulgate reading was replaced in the text by rAxpov (or, 
as it appears in some mss. in the metrically correct form, rAjpor). 

The most conspicuous error (transposition of words) Hec. 1123 ov roApav 
Ans tyv8’ dunyavov éxáf9 helps us detect instantaneously the affiliation of a 
ms. with the dyadic tradition, both of 8 and y. I should like to add that 
in many mss. of that tradition, both in the recension 8 and in y, there are 
some more characteristic readings, which however do not appear in the 
ms. J: e.g., Hec. 549 d€pnv vulgo codd.: Sp» Oxford D'Orville 73, Paris 
2823 (to quote just a few mss., erempli causa); Orest. 231 ávaxixAa vulgo 
codd., etiam Stobaeus 4.36.3 (V p. 865.10 W.-H.) : xgvaxóxAe Oxford D'Or- 
ville 73, Paris 2823.1? 

This Cambridge recension 8, studded with the characteristic features 
quoted above, seems to have been modified by a somewhat later editor still 
in the 15*^ century. This secondary revision of the dyad affected both the 
text and the scholia. The scholia, especially those on Orestes, were put 
more strongly on a Thoman basis. In the poetic text, while the above- 
indicated common readings of the dyadic recensions were kept, some other 
interpolations were added, some of them drawn from the Thoman recension. 
This means that the dyad recension, originally affiliated with the Moscho- 
pulean recension, was subjected to a stronger Thoman influence or orientation. 

I have called above the recension represented by the ms. J the Cambridge 
recension or the recension à. The other variety of the late Byzantine dyad 
we shall call the Harley recension or the recension y, for I shall use here 
as its main representative the ms. Harley 5725 — U. 

U = London, British Museum, Harley 5725 (cf. E. Maunde Thompson, 
Classical Review 2 [1888] pp. 173 f. ; «Nares,» A Catalogue of the Harleian 
Manuscripts 4n the British Museum III [1808] p. 290). Paper, around 
1500 a.D., 210 X 145 mm., 304 foll., 9 lines. See below, plate XXI. Written 
probably by Andreas Donus (cf. below). Ownership entry (fol. 17) : Agen. 
Colleg Societ Jesu (cf. H. Omont, Bibliothéque de l'École des Chartes 45 
[1884] p. 324; Omont, Journal des Savants N.S. 3 [1905] p. 383). A 


198 The fragment Hec. 715-end in the above ms. J has a poetic text that belongs 
to the same recension 8: cf. Hec. 1123 (fol. 180°) ob rédpay ÉrÀgs rýrð’ du$xaro» 
éxa8m. But the accompanying scholia in this fragment are Thoman. The whole 
fragment is an extraneous addition to the basic body of the ms. 
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facsimile sample (part of fol. 260%: Orest. 871-875) in: Paley, Euripides 
vol. III. 


The Harley ms. U is written by the same scribe who wrote the Vita of 
Sophocles and the argument to Aiar (fol. 171-6"), and all the scholia and 
glosses on Aiar and on Electra (on fol. 127-155"), in the ms. Oxford, 
Barocci 61 (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 96 and cf. scholia and glosses 
ibidem on plate XVIII). The Barocci 61 exhibits the Barocci dyad of 
Sophocles ¢cf. Turyn, op. cit. pp. 96 ff.). Since the Barocci recension of 
Sophocles represents a recension of the Sophoclean dyad analogous to the 
Harley recension of Euripides, and since our scribe wrote the scholia and 
glosses in the Barocci 61 of Sophocles and wrote this Harley 5725 entirely, 
it is natural to assume that both mss. once belonged, perhaps, to one volume 
so as to contain dyads of Sophocles, Aristophanes, and Euripides, in a 
peculiar recension (Aristophanes’ Plutus and Nubes precede Euripides in 
the Harley ms.) — or, if these were separate volumes, we can assume that 
at least they were inspired by a uniform interest of that copyist. 


On the basis of the handwriting, I discovered that this very same scribe 
also wrote other Euripides mss., viz.: Athens, Academy, Siderides 14; 
Istanbul, Meróxyvoy 509; Lucca, Bibl. Govern., 1424; Oxford Barocci 37; 
Paris 2806 (cf. below, pp. 218-221) —all of them belonging to this 
same recension y — and added some scholia from the recension y in the 
margins of the ms. Vienna 180 (cf. above, p. 162). And the same scribe 
wrote also a part of the Barocci 109 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus I cols. 178 f.), 
only the folios 1"—226" (Theocritus, Hesiod, Aratus), and a part of the 
Pindar ms. Barocci 62 (cf. Coxe I col. 97), folios 1'-98" only.!??* At any 
rate, his predilection for Euripides must have been very strong if he copied 
six Euripidean mss., all of them so similar that either he copied them from 
one source or he used one of his own copies as the source for the other ones. 
And, moreover, he did some additional work on one more Euripides ms. 
He may be identified as Andreas Donus (fl. 1505-1519) .?° 


1** The rest of Barocci 62, fol. 9917-212», may be written by the same hand (proba- 
bly of a helper of Donus) that wrote the poetic text in the Sophocles ms. Barocci 61 
(cf. above). This hand of the supposed helper of Donus appears also in the 
Pindar ms. Oxford Barocci 46 + Cambridge, Emmanuel College, I.2.12 fol. 1-94. The 
two mss, belong together (cf. Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare pp. 394, 435), 
and the identity of the writing of the Emmanuel College ms, with the second half 
of Barocci 62 is stated in a note in Barocci 62, facing fol. It (probably observed by 
C. A. M. Fennell in 1883). The scholia, however, in the Barocci 46 fol. 0*—58" are 
written in the handwriting of Donus. 

200 Miss Ruth Barbour, of the Bodleian Library, in a letter addressed to me, 
identified the handwriting of Barocci 109 fol. 1-226 with that of Barocci 200 which 
is purported to have been written by Andreas Donus, according to the old catalogue 
of the Barocci library published in 1617: Indice de libri greci antichissimi scritti 
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The contents of the Euripidean portion of the Harley 5725 (U) are 
these: fol. 140r Vita (Moschopulean) ; 140 arg. to Hec. (Moschopulean) ; 
141r Hecuba; 212r arg. to Orest.; 213-304" Orestes. Scholia on both plays, 
being a mixture of Byzantine (Moschopulean and Thoman) and old scholia, 
and of some peculiar comments — similar, on the whole, to that of J. Yet, 
'Thoman scholia show more predominance in the scholia on Orestes. There 
are occasionally some additional comments, as it seems, by the scribe him- 
self; they are marked with a prefix sign — (as it is the case in the Sophocles 
ms. Barocci 61: cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 96 f., plate XVIII). 


a penna, Che si trouano nella Libraria, che fù del Q. Illustriss. Sig. Giacomo Barocci, 
Nobile Veneto (in Venetia, Mpcxvi1). This Indice is reprinted in Latin in: Iacobus 
Philippus Tomasini, Bibliothecae Venetae manvscriptae pvblicae & privatae (Vtini, 
1650) pp. 64-92. A concordance of the present Barocci numbers with old numbers 
that appear in the Indice is to be found in Madan-Craster, Summary Catalogue of 
Western Manuscripts II 1 (1922) pp. 3-9. In the Indice Barocci fol. 16r (under 
Libri in foglio 37), there is a reference to the present Barocci 200: “ Erodotto scritto 
di man del Dono, manca el primo quinterno, & parte delle vite di Plutarco de man 
del Dono, nu. 1, & à di c. 229.” The ms. (cf. Coxe, Catalogus codicum manu- 
scriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleianae I col. 357) carries & note on a lunar eclipse in 
1515 (Barocci 200 fol. 227*): + -ypagorrés Lov Tj)» wapovcay BigAo»r kal $0ácarros 
évraid (a), yéyover ÉxNeuas cerXnyns otons reráprys kal Sexaraias. év rei ,a-9 od iew: 
TU ke» rov loud) (lov), huépa 8-t, dpa wpory THs »vkTrós: + But the ms, has no sub- 
scription with the name of the scribe. On the strength of the reference in the old 
catalogue, the ms. Barocci 200 is attributed to Andreas Donus (cf. Vogel-Gardt- 
hausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 433). On this basis, we may likewise attribute 
the Euripides ms, Harley 5725 and all the other mss, written by the same hand to 
Andreas Donus. For his name, I am using a Latinized form Andreas Donus, which 
would correspond to the Greek form 'A»épéas Aóros (cf. below). 

Nothing is known about the life and the person of this Andreas Donus. Several 
of the Barocci mss. are attributed to the “ man d'Andrea Dono " or * man del Dono ” 
(or to his editorship) in that old Indice of the Barocci library. This is the main 
basis of references to Andreas Donus in the descriptions of Barocci mss, in Coxe, 
Catalogus codd. mss. Bibl. Bodl. pars I. Besides, Coxe referred to Donus & few more 
mss. in the same handwriting as that attributed to Donus in other mss. The pecu- 
liarity of these identifications lies in the lack of explicit subscriptions by Donus. 

According to the old Indice Barocci, the following mss. are referred to Andreas 
Donus, totally or partially, either as written by him or edited or commented or 
compiled, ete.: Barocci 19, 45, 53, 56, 57, 58, 61 (see above), 65 (of 1519 A.D.), 83, 
94, 117, 127, 162, 200 (of 1515 A.D.). Moreover, Coxe referred to Andreas Donus 
the mss.: Barocci 14, 43, 71, 106. All these mss. should be checked for identity of 
script with what we assume to be the handwriting of Donus (e.g., with Barocci 200). 
Then, mss. by Donus as identified by me are to be added. The Sophocles ms. Harley 
5744 may be in the same handwriting (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 97 f.). 
In general, the copying activities and biographical data of Donus should be investi- 
gated systematically. 

I was unable to find data on Andreas Donus. Nothing seems to be known about 
him. I surmise that he was a Greek scholar on Crete, for there is a reference to 
Georgius Vergecius in one of his mss., in the Barocci 19 fol. 98" (cf. Coxe, Catalogus 
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The beginning of the scholium on Hec. 1 reads in U : 16 7o, ort pv éveoros* 
AapPdverar St ávri Sevrépov dopíarov: wyouv, dvri rov Abov: ére Sé 6 Sevrepos 
adptoros Ó HKov SyAovore tdpye dypynoros, xpojÜa. avri rovtov ws dapév ro Tjk«, 
èn. éveotaros rapaAapBavopevw «rd. (for J, cf. above, p. 207). At the end, there 
is this colophon (fol. 304") : + edpurmi8ov Spdparos jJAéxrpas réAos + (for the 
title Electra instead of Orestes in the Thoman tradition, cf. above, p. 172). 


There are, of course, some other mss. representing the same text variety 


I cols. 27 ff.; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 433/434; Spyr. P. Lambros, 
Byzantinische Zeitschrift 6 [1897] p. 507 note 2; on Georgius Vergecius and on the 
family, cf, Kvvararrivos N. Zátas, NeceAAnvixh diXoAoy(a [é» "AGhyars, 1868] pp. 153 ff.; 
Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVI¢ siècles I pp. cLxxvff.; Vogel-Gardt- 
hausen pp. 71, 2; on Georgius Vergecius’ ownership entry in the Vatic. Palat. gr. 
90, cf. Stevenson, Codices mss, Palatini graeci p. 44). With regard to the time of 
Andreas Donus' activities, I should like to point out that there are in his mss. notes 
on lunar eclipses of the years 1505 (Athens, Academy, Siderides ms. 14 page 85: 
cf. below, p. 218), 1515 (Barocci 200 fol. 2277: cf. above), and 1519 (Barocci 65 
fol. 171r: cf, Coxe I cols. 88 f.). 

Andreas Donus must have been a clergyman, for he (if it is the same person) 
is referred to in a patriarchal constitution copied in the ms. Barocci 216 (cf. Coxe 
I cols, 376 ff.), on fol. 681-67», in a hand of the 16th century. That constitution, in 
modern Greek, carries the following headline (Barocci 216 fol. 68r): f dpiouds rov 
warayuer(árov) huw» Óeawórov kal olkovuer«xcov w(ar)pidpxouv kal rov étápxov abrov xal 
drópéov wvov eü$ópov xal éwirpómov Ts uey(á)X(m)s éxxAnolas. The handwriting is 
rather careless and different from that of Andreas Donus. The copy on the two pages 
looks like & rough draft. At any rate, it cannot be attributed to the hand of our 
Andreas Donus, for he was a highly educated man and would not make the mistake 
eUpopov instead of é$ópov, and many other misspellings in the text. Perhaps this 
was a translation into vulgar Greek from a text in standard church Greek. If the 
person mentioned in the headline is our man, then we know that Andreas Donus 
was & church dignitary, probably residing and working in Crete. We should also take 
into consideration the fact that the ms. Barocci 216, a miscellaneous volume, is of 
Cretan origin (cf. Gareth Morgan, “Three Cretan Manuscripts," Kpgrixà Xporuá 8 
[1954] p. 67; on this ms., cf. also Louis Petit, Studi Bizantini 2 [1927] p. 200). 

For another carrier of the same family name, the Indice Barocci fol. 20r (under 
Libri in Quarto 26 primo = Barocci 112) stated on the ms. Barocci 112: “ scritto 
da Papa Iani Dono." This would refer to a priest Ioannes Donos. The ms. carries 
some marginal comments by what seems to be the hand of Andreas Donus. As to 
the main writer of the ms., there is on fol. 208r a subscription: 6(eo)U rò Bopo» à de 
TÓvos, Térpov ráxa xai dvayy(worov). This confronts us with a puzzling situation. 
If we rely on the statement of the Indice Barocci to the effect that Iani Dono wrote 
the ms., then it means that the subscription of Ilérpos dvayyworns was copied by 
Iani Dono from the source of the ms. But if the ms. was actually written by Ilérpos 
dvayvworns, then the Indice Barocci did make a mistake. Perhaps, in view of the 
comments added in Barocci 112 by Andreas Donus, the Indice Barocci wanted to 
indicate “ Andrea Dono” and, instead of this, mentioned by mistake “Iani Dono.” 

On the whole, it seems that the compiler of the Indice Barocci was & well-informed 
Greek (perhaps a Cretan), who knew that many mss. of Andreas Donus had entered 
the Barocci collection, and also knew well his handwriting. 
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of the dyad y as the Harley ms. U. As to the scholia, I have to state that 
the tradition y in this respect is quite fluid and, in spite of general resem- 
blance, there does not seem to be an identity of the scholia between, let us 
say, the Harley ms. U and another ms. with the same poetic text, e.g., 
Paris 2598. 

Let us consider the poetic text of U as being representative of the dyad y. 
The text is basically Moschopulean as that of the Cambridge dvad 8. We 
find in U all the characteristic readings of the dyad which we have quoted 
above in discussing the Cambridge dyad 8, e.g.: Hec. 409 uox om., 519 8épw, 
600 yé (uév- om.) rot, 1123 av roApav érAqs. ryv’ ápsxavov éxaBy, 1257 eis] 
ws, 1275 y' om., Orest. 149 xgraye xdraye, 231 xdvaxvxAe, 287 rois Épyout 
ô’ ov, 984 dvaBodowpa, 1072 ri &è Set Liv. 

The divergence of the Cambridge dyad ê and the Harley dyad y lies in 
divisive, exclusive readings of the respective traditions. As an exclusive 
feature of the dyad 8 we can quote: Orest. 1029 uéAeos vulgo codd., etiam U: 
TAjpov J (on the basis of Moschopulus: cf. above, p. 208). On the other hand, 
there are several significant features in U versus normal vulgate readings 
in J, and they distinguish the dyad y from the dyad 8, e.g.: Hec. 284 ov« 
ein’ érc vulgo codd., Stobaeus 4.41.20 (V p. 934.2 W.-H.), J: 8ovAg a«0ev U 
(interpolated from Hec. 809) ; Hec. 509 peraoreiywy vulgo codd., J: pera- 
oreAav U ; Hec. 683 oix ér’ vulgo codd., J: x,oix ér’ U; Hec. 1055 péovri vulgo 
veteres, Moschop., Z (= first Thoman recension), Tricl, J: (éovr Zb 
(= second Thoman recension), U; Orest. 343 xaréxAvoe vulgo codd. (xa- 
rexÀAvaey Pap. Vindob. G 2315: Mittheilungen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus 
Erzherzog Rainer V [1892] p. 67), JUY?: karéAvoe U. On the basis of these 
distinctive readings which pertain either to the primary recension of the 
dyad being shared commonly by 8 and y, or to the dyad ê only as repre- 
sented by J, or to the dyad y only as represented by U, it will be very easy 
to assign a manuscript of the dyadic tradition to either of these recensions, 
ô or y. 

It seems to me that the Cambridge recension 8 is the original late Byzan- 
tine recension of the dyad, because it is relatively less interpolated than y, 
while the Harley variety y seems to be, in relation to 8, a secondary product 
of a revision that applied more emphasis on Thoman elements and intro- 
duced some more interpolations and perhaps removed some peculiar readings 
of 8. This concept would mean that there were only two dyads in existence: 
the Cambridge dyad 8 and its transformation, the Harley dyad y — and 
there would not be any cogent need to assume a mother dyad, so to speak, 
from which these two dyads descended. 

In any case, the dyadic recensions are a late and worthless secondary 
product of the second half of the 15'^ century. They offer only some interest 
in the light of analogous recensions in Aeschylus and Sophocles (and possi- 
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bly Aristophanes), and prove that there was in the later part of the 15th 
century a tendency to reduce the Palaeologean triads of the dramatic writers 
to dyads. 

We proceeed to list Euripidean mss. which carry the dyadic recension. 
We shall list them in two groups: manuscripts of the recension 8, and those 
of the recension y. l 


MANUSCRIPTS OF THE DYADIC RECENSION 8 


In quoting text evidence for the 8 character of a ms., I shall indicate from 
the ms. in question readings of the dyad in general and the distinctive 
feature of 8, the characteristic reading Orest. 1029 rAnpwv (or rAjpoy, as the 
case may be), if Orestes is exhibited in that ms. Otherwise, the lack of 
distinctive features of y in a ms. of the dyadic recension shows that the 
dyadic ms. is to be attributed to the recension 8. The list of manuscripts 
of the recension 8 follows. 

Athens, 'E8yui) BugAto8:ky, 1057 (cf. Iwdvyys SaxxeAlwv kai *AAKiBiddys I. 
XaxxeAtov, KaráAoyos p. 188). Paper, 15‘ cent., 215 X 145 mm., 9 lines. — 
Fol. 1" Hecuba (53—end) ; 69° arg. to Orest.; 70—161" Orestes. Scholia 8 
on both plays. The text belongs to the tradition 8: cf. Hec. 1123 où réApay 
érAsgs rjv" áusjxavov éxdBy, 1257 eis] ós, Orest. 984 dvaBodowpa:, 1029 pécos] 
tAnpwv, 1072 n 8€ Set (yv. 

J = Cambridge, University Library, Nn.3.13. Cf. above, pp. 206 ff. This 
ms. has been used by me as a representative of the recension 8. 

London, British Museum, Additional 4952. Cf. above, p. 130. In this ms., 
Hecuba and Phoenissae are Moschopulean (cf. loc. cit.), but the text of 
Orestes belongs to the tradition 8: cf. Orest. 149 xára ye kåra ye, 287 rois 
épyowt 8 ov, 1029 rov, 1072 ri 8 85 (5v. This ms. Additional 4952 was 
used by Porson with the symbol L. 

London, British Museum, Harley 5724 (cf. <Nares,» A Catalogue of the 
Harleian Manuscripts in the British Museum III [1808] p. 290; E. Maunde 
Thompson, Classical Review 2 [1888] pp. 173, 171). Paper, late 15t? cent., 
200 X 136 mm., 215 foll. 22 lines. Facsimile of a part of fol. 10° (Hec. 
379-385) in Paley, Euripides vol. III. The ms. once belonged to the Jesuit 
College of Agen, according to the entry on fol. 1" (cf. H. Omont, Biblio- 
théque de l'École des Chartes 45 [1884] p. 323 ; Omont, Journal des Savants 
N.S. 3 [1905] p. 383). — Fol. 1" arg. to Hec.; 27-80* Hecuba. The text 
belongs to the recension 8: cf. Hec. 409 por om., 600 yé (pév- om.) rot, 1123 
gv rÓÀuay érAys Tyv’ eüjsjxavoy éxd 9n. 

Moscow, Gosudarstvennyi Istoricheskii Muzei, from the former Moskov- 
skaia Sinodal'naía Biblioteka graec. 480 (cf. Arkhimandrit Vladimir, Si- 
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stematicheskoe opisanie rukopisei Moskovskoi Sinodal'noi [Patriarshei] 
Biblioteki I pp. 711 ff.; once Moscow, Typographeum Synodale, in Quarto 
5, in: Christianus Fridericus Matthaei, Indez codicum manuscriptorum 
graecorum Bibliothecarum Mosquensium Sanctissimae Synodi Ecclesiae 
Orthodozae Graeco-Rossicae [ Petropoli, 1780] p. 61; cf. Christianus Frider. 
de Matthaei, Accurata codicum graecorum mss. bibliothecarum Mosquensium 
Sanctissimae Synodi notitia et recensio II [Lipsiae, 1805] pp. 300 f.; No. 
501 in Savva). Brought to Russia from Mt. Athos by Arsenii Sukhanov 
t 1668 (cf. Sergiel Bfelokurov, Arsenii Sukhanov I [extracted from Chtentia 
v Imperatorskom Obshchestvte Istorii 4 Drevnostei Rossiiskikh pri Moskov- 
skom Universitetie, 156 + 157 (1891). Moskva, 1891] p. 372 under no. 153; 
Sergfei Brelokurov, O bibliotekve moskovskikh gosudarei v XVI stolietü 
[Moskva, 1898] p. 151). Paper, 1471 A.D. for folios 252-313, 17'^ cent. 
for the rest, 212 X 145 mm., 347 foll. — Fol. 557-107' Hecuba. The ms. 
was collated by Matthaei, and his collation was published by Christianus 
Daniel Beck, Euripidis tragoediae III (Lipsiae, 1788) pp. 1019-1032, with 
the symbol C. 'The description in Vladimir and the collation in Beck are 
the only information that I have on this ms. so that necessarily my analysis 
is incomplete and tentative. From this Moscow ms., Beck quotes from the 
line Hec. 1123 érAns rv ápsavov ‘ExaBy. This points to the tradition ô. 
(No distinctive readings of the dyad y are quoted in that collation.) I do 
not know what the date of the Euripidean part in this ms. is, for Vladimir's 
description is not too clear. If it is 1603 A.D., which it may be, then this 
ms. would be too late to be taken into consideration. At any rate, this 
Euripides ms. cannot claim any special value. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.T.4.11 (Misc. gr. 249 in Coxe, Catalogus 
I col. 804; No. 20529 in Summary Catalogue IV p. 423). Paper, about 
1500 A.D., 202 X 138 mm., 114 foll, 13 lines. Written by two hands. Pro- 
venience: the Saibante collection (cf. Frati, Dizionario bio-bibliografico p. 
509). — Fol. 1Y arg. to Hec.; 2° Hecuba; 50* index personarum to Orest. ; 
51'-114" Orestes. The text belongs to the dyad 8: cf. Hec. 409 po om., 
600 ye (uév- om.) re, 1123 od róAgay ExAns ryvS ápyxavov éxáfjy, Orest. 149 
Kataye Káraye, 287 rois épyoust 8 ob, 1029 rAxpuov, 1072 ri 86 Sei Liv. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, D'Orville 73 (cf. above, p. 139). In this ms., 
Hec. 1-1263 ‘is Moschopulean (cf. loc. cit.). From Hec. 1264 on (from 
page 82), the text and scholia of Hec. 1264-end and of Orestes belong to 
the dyad 8: cf. Hec. 1275 y' om., Orest. 149 káraye xdraye, 984 dvaBodowpat, 
1029 rAguov ex tAjpwv, 1072 ri 56 & (xv. It is interesting that this ms. 
exhibits a Sophocles dyad in the Jena recension, which is a counterpart 
of the Euripidean dyad ê (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 90, 92). 


Padua, Seminario Vescovile, 138 (cf. Augustus Mancini, * Codices graeci 
Patavini," Studi Italiani di filologia classica N.S. 5 [1927] p. 160). Paper, 
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ca. 1475 A.D., 219 X 146 mm., 167 unnumbered foll, 9 lines. The hand- 
writing of the ms. seems to be the same as that of the Suda ms. Brussels, 
Bibliothèque Royale 11281, which was subscribed by one 'Ioáyvgs in the year 
1475 éy rj Kopovy (in Messenia: cf. Ada Adler, Suidae Leztcon V p. 251; 
Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 212). Also the Euripides ms 
Paris, Supplément grec 97 (cf. below, p. 221), seems to be in the same hand- 
writing. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1” arg. to Hec.; 3° Hecuba; 74° arg. to Orest.; 
75'-167" Orestes. Byzantine scholia on both plays show some agreement 
with the scholia 8. The poetic text is that of the recension 8: cf. Hec. 409 
por om., 600 ye (uév- om.) rou 1123 ov róàpav érAys rijy9' ápsxavov éxaBy, 1257 
eis] ùs, 1275 y’ om., Orest. 149 kåra ye kára ye, 231 kQvaxvkAe, 287 rois épyowt 
& ob, 1029 rXxpov i.l. (-ov 8.1.), 1072 ré 8? Set Qr. 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2755 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventaire sommaire III pp. 35 f. ; Bidez-Cumont, Recherches sur la tradition 
manuscrite des lettres de l'empereur Julien pp. 94, 104 f.; Turyn, Studies 
in Sophocles p. 77). Paper, 15 and 16% cent., 208 X 140 mm., 357 foll., 
13 lines. Folios 1'-556' were written by Michael Suliardus (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 320), according to the subscription 
on fol. 55': re ovvreAea rij rov Kadav, Ü(«)à xdpts* Kai wóvos psxa7Aov, dpyeiou 
Táxa T€ kai govAudpdov: — (cf. Omont, Fac-similés XV* et XVI’ siècles plate 
38, Introduction p. 14). Then, folios 617-1977 were written by Michael 
Apostoles (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen p. 308), according to the subscription 
on fol. 197: juyagAos dmooróA«s Bufdvrios, pera Tij» THs avro) (ar) pisos 
<dAwow), ly xpyjry kai rode éCéypayyey: — (cf. Omont, Fac-similés X V° et XVIe 
stécles plate 34, Introduction p. 13). 'The rest of the ms. was written by 
five other hands. The Euripidean portion was written around 1500 A.D. 
According to a note on fol. 17, the ms. was once owned by Ioannes Franciscus 
Asulanus (cf. Omont, Inventaire sommaire I [1886] p. 1x; Vogel-Gardt- 
hausen p. 446). — Fol. 2007-247r Hecuba. The text belongs to the recension 
ô: cf. Hec. 600 yé (uév- om.) rot, 1123 od róApav Erdos rvs’ ápijxavov. éxdBy. 
The same mistake érAos appears in the Paris 2811 (cf. below). Obviously, 
Paris 2755 and Paris 2811 are closely related. 


Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2811 (cf. Omont, Inventaire som- 
maire III p. 43). Paper, about 1500 A.D., 227 X 158 mm., 117 foll, 13 
lines. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1” arg. to Hec.; 3" Hecuba; 51" arg. to Orest. ; 52"—117" 
Orestes. The script style of the ms. resembles the handwriting of Zacharias 
Kallierges (cf. below, p. 216). The text belongs to the dyad 8: cf. Hec. 409 
po. 0M., 1123 av réApav Erdos (cf. Paris 2755, above) rjv8’ åuńyavov éxdBn, 
Orest. 148 xáraye xdraye, 231 kávaxéxAe, 2877 rois Epyos 8' ot. The mss. Paris 
2811 and Paris 2755 (cf. above) are closely affiliated, as shown by these 
agreements: Hec. 1123 érAos Paris 2811 and Paris 2755; Hec. 284 oix dp’ 
éri] obxér’ eii Paris 2811 and Paris 2755. Perhaps the ms. Paris 2755 was 
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derived from Paris 2811, or both of them were copied from the same 
exemplar. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2812 A (cf. Omont, Inventatre som- 
maire III p. 44; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 104; 
Studies in Sophocles pp. 41, 93). Paper, 16% cent., 220 X 148 mm., 295 
foll, 14 lines. Ownership entry (fol. 1°): rò f(gA(ov rov aBpa[p]rexn. — 
Fol. 2Y Hecuba (1-237, 521-end) ; 39 arg. to Orest. ; 407-99* Orestes. The 
loss of Hec. 238-520 occurred between fol. 10 and 11. The text basically 
belongs to the dyad 8 (although there are some departures from the standard 
Cambridge text): cf. Hec. 600 yé (uév- om.) roy 1123 av róApay érAqs rv 
duyxavoy éxaBn, 1257 eis] ws, 1275 y' om., Orest. 149 xáraye xáraye, 1029 
péAeos] rAnpwv, 1072 ri 88 Sei (yv. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2823 (cf. Omont, Inventaire som- 
maire III p. 45). Paper, about 1500 A.D. or beginning of the 16‘ cent., 
230 X 165 mm., 247 foll., 12 lines. Written by Zacharias Kallierges, accord- 
ing to the subscription on fol. 2467: + {ayapias 6 xadAtépyns kal rovro és 
maraBiov, — : e&éypayey: — (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 
126; this subscription is published in Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique 
XVe et XVI" siècles I p. cxxx; cf. Legrand I pp. cxxv ff.; Lobel, The Greek 
Manuscripts of Aristotle's Poetics p. 50; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of 
Moschopulus p. 149; for facsimile sample, cf. Omont, Fac-similés XV" et 
XVI* siècles plate 49, Introduction p. 15). — Fol. 1197 Vita; 120° arg. to 
Hec.; 121" Hecuba; 175* arg. to Orest.; 1777—246* Orestes. Scholia on the 
two plays resembling closely those of J. The text belongs to the recension 8: 
cf. Hec. 409 uox om., 1123 od róApav érÀgs ryvd’ dpnyavov éxdBn, 1257 els] as, 
1275 y' om., Orest. 148 xdraye xáraye, 231 kavakikAe, 287 rois Epyour 8 ot, 
984 dvaBodowpat, 1029 uéAeos] rAxuov, 1172 ri &è Sei (rv. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Ottoboni graec. 351 (cf. Feron-Battaglini, Co- 
dices manuscripti graeci Ottoboniant Bibliothecae Vaticanae p. 183). Paper, 
16 cent., 232 X 165 mm., 114 + 111 foll., 13 lines. — Fol. 1'-48v Hecuba; 
(one unnumbered folio, blank ;) 497-1147 Orestes (1-1196, 1416-end). The 
loss of Orest. 1197-1415 occurred between fol. 94 and 95. The text seems 
to belong to the recension 8, although some of the peculiar readings of 8 
are in the ms. discarded in favor of the standard readings. For readings 
of ô in this ms., cf.: Hec. 600 yé (uév- om.) rv il. (— ro s.1.), 1123 ov 
ToApav €rAns Tvs’ ápsjxavov éxdByn, 1275 y’ om., Orest. 149 xáraye káraye, 287 
Tois épyount 8 ov, 1072 ri 8€ Set (v. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 151 (cf. Stevenson, Codices 
manuscripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae pp. 81 f.; Turyn, Aesch y- 
lus p. 40; Studies in Sophocles p. 91). Paper, late 15t! cent., 218 X 158 mm., 
a-g, VI + 322 foll., 13 lines. — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 49" arg. to Orest. ; 51-114" 
Orestes. Scholia 8 on Hecuba (428-end) and on Orestes. This ms. seems 
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to be closely related to J (Cambridge Nn.3.13) ; perhaps the two mss. are 
gemelli. The text of Palat. 151 belongs to the recension 8: cf. Hec. 409 
po. om., 600 yé (uév- om.) ro, 1123 av róàpav érAgs THs ápyxavov. éxaBn, 
Orest. 149 káraye káraye, 231 kavaxixAe, 984 dvaBodowpat, 1029 uéAeos] TAjpov. 
This very same ms. Palat. 151 exhibits a Sophoclean dyad in the analogous 
Jena recension (cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 91). 


Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, greco IX 15 (No. di collocazione 
1372). Once Nani gr. 283 in «Ioh. Aloys. Mingarelli,» Graeci codices manu 
scripti apud Nantos patricios Venetos asservatt (Bononiae, 1784) pp. 479 f.; 
ef. Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. vit note **, p. 376. Paper, 15'^ 
cent., 228 X 159 mm., 187 foll., 8 lines. Ownership entry on fol. 1*: èx rov 
TOU yp yoptov iepopovaxo’ peAtconvod ro) KpyTos, Kat awiurov. Ec ton tu grigoriu 
teromonachu Mellissinu.??! — Fol. 17 Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec.; 3" Hecuba; 83° 
arg. to Orest. ; 847-187" Orestes. Byzantine scholia on both plays, akin to 
the scholia set of 8. The text belongs to the recension 8: cf. Hec. 409 pou 
om., 600 yé (uév- om.) ror, 1123 ov róàpav érAsgs rúv’ apnyavoy éxaBy, 1257 
eis] ws, 1275 y’ om., Orest. 149 xara ye xara ye, 287 rois épyoun 8 ov, 1029 
péAeos] TAgpov. 

Vienna, Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. philosophicus philologi- 
cus graec. 218 (cf. Nessel, Catalogus IV p. 117). Paper, 15'^ cent., 215 X 
145 mm., 158 foll, 8 lines. Once owned by Sambucus (cf. Gerstinger, 
Johannes Sambucus als Handschriftensammler p. 372). — Fol. 76r Vita; 
76" arg. to Hec.; 78'-15?Y Hecuba. The text belongs to the recension 8: 
ef. Hec. 600 yé (uév- om.) ro, 1123 av róApav érAws rúv’ dpsxjxavov. éxaBn, 
1257 eis] as. 


MANUSCRIPTS OF THE DYADIC RECENSION y 


In adducing the evidence of the affiliation of a given ms. with the Harley 
recension y, I shall in each case quote several readings that are at the same 
time common features of the dyadic recension shared also by the dyad 8, 
but the reader will watch, in addition to it, for readings that are exclusive 
features of y, e.g.: Hec. 204 8o/Ay ac0cv, 509 peraoreAGv, Orest. 343 xaréAvoe, 
etc. (cf. above, p. 212). These exclusive features determine the attribution of 
a ms. to the class y (and not to 8). Here is a list of the mss. of this class y: 


Agen, Bibliothéque Municipale, 20 (cf. Catalogue général des manuscrits 
des bibliothèques publiques de France. Départements. III [Paris, 1885] 


?" On members probably of the same family, Num$ópos 6 Medtoonvds à Kphs and 
Zo$iavós Medioonvds ò Kpys, of the 16th century, cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber pp. 340, 401 note 8. Also cf. Eugen Dark6, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 27 
(1927) pp. 281f.; Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? p. 780; 
Nikos A. Bees, Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbücher 14 (1937-1938) pp. 131 ff. 
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p. 222 under No. 20; H. Omont, Catalogue des manuscrits des départements 
[ Paris, 1886] pp. 8 f. under No. 1; Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manu- 
scrits grecs de la Bibliothèque Nationale III p. 361 under Départements 
No. 1). Paper, 16 cent., 215 X 154 mm., 252 foll, 9 lines. Once in the 
library of the Jesuit College of Agen (cf. H. Omont, Journal des Savants 
N.S. 3 [1905] p. 384). — Fol. 162" Vita; 162" arg. to Hec.; 164'-235" 
Hecuba (1-1034, 1051-end). A folio containing Hec. 1035-1050 was lost 
between fol. 220 and 221. Byzantine scholia based on the scholia of the 
dyad recension. The poetic text belongs to the class y: cf. Hec. 284 oix 
ep’ Ext] 80/Am ocÜev, 509 peracreAdv, 549 épiw, 600 yé (uév- om.) re m.pr. 
But there are several departures from the text y toward the end of Hecuba. 
There may be some close affiliation between the ms. Agen 20 and the ms. 
Paris Supplément grec 1247 (cf. below, p. 221). Both belong to the class y 
and both show a peculiar interpolation in the Vita p. 14.6/7 Dindorf: 
instead of iwoordvra (xwóvvovs om.) 5v axep Moschopulus] v-oordvra ra 
Seva éxeiya &’ dwep Agen 20, — 8' awep Paris Suppl. grec 1247. 

Athens, ’AxaSnpia 'A05vov, former Siderides ms. 14 (cf. K. I. Avofovvwrys, 
* KardAoyos rov xwdixwy tis BiBAcoPjans E. A. Xi|ep(8ov ris DopnÜeioys TH 
"Axa8uía 'AUsvav," @eodroyia 12 [1934] pp. 249 f.). Paper, 1505 a.p., 21 X 15 
em., 454 pages, 9 lines in Hec. and Orest., 10 lines in Phoen. Former 
owner: Eevoóov A. Xipíbws of Constantinople. The ms. is written by the 
scribe of Harley 5725 (U) and some other Euripidean mss., presumably 
by Andreas Donus: cf. above, p. 209. The date of the ms. can be found in a 
note on page 85: + ypddovrds pov ro rapóv [JiBAtov, kai POdcavros ee, yéyovev 
exAeuis oeAnvys  Tocaóry, wore pyde puxpov otras évamoAeÜnva. te oko 
aË $9 c^ ére, aiyovar(ov) 8-2, dpa Bee ris vokrós. — The page numbers 
and the sequence of leaves are confused. Pages 5-84 Hecuba (414—end); 
pp. 85-86 scholia on the beginning of Orest.; 98-100 arg. to Orest.; pp. 
102-284 Orestes; pp. 285-286 arg. to Phoen.; pp. 287—454 Phoentssae. 
Scholia y on Hec. and Orest. ; some Moschopulean scholia on Phoen. The 
text of Phoen. is Moschopulean (cf. above, p. 120). The section comprising 
Hecuba and Orestes carries the same text, scholia, and glosses as the Harley 
5725 (U) and corresponds, page by page, to the Harley 5725. 'The scribe 
seems to have copied both mss. from one source. There are many common 
errors of both mss.: e.g., cf. Hec. 416 dwpeéveos, 425 ddpov, 850 cov om., 
but it seems that neither of them is copied from the other ms. In view of 
the close agreement of Siderides 14 with Harley 5725, I need not quote any 
further proof of the y character of the Siderides ms. 

El Escorial, Monasterio de San Lorenzo el Real, ¥.IV.15 (No. 485 in 
E. Miller, Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la bibliothèque de l'Escurial 
p. 448; cf. Ada Adler, Caíalogue supplémentaie des manuscrits grecs de la 
Bibliothèque Royale de Copenhague avec un ertrait du catalogue des manu- 
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scrits grecs de l'Escurial rédigé par D. G, Moldenhawer [Det Kongelige 
Danske Videnskabernes Selskabs Skrifter, 7. Raekke, historisk og filosofisk 
Afdeling II 5 — pp. 301-405. Kgbenhavn, 1916] p. 85 [385]; Turyn, 
Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 14; Studies in Sophocles p. 192). Paper, 
around 1500 A.D., 20 X 15cm., 135 foll, 11 lines. Former owner: arch- 
bishop Antonio Agustin, 1517-1586 (cf. Charles Graux, Essai sur les 
origines du fonds grec de l'Escurial [Bibliothéque de l'École des Hautes 
Études. Sciences philologiques et historiques, 46. Paris, 1880] p. 460; cf. 
Diccionario Enciclopedico Hispuno-Americano I [ Barcelona, 1887] p. 687; 
F. de Zulueta, Don Antonio Agustín [Glasgow University Publications, 51. 
Glasgow, 1939]; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 434). — Fol. 
1'-60r Hecuba. Some Byzantine scholia, some of them from the dyad 
recension; also a few peculiar comments. 'The poetic text divides into two 
sections. The first section, Hec. 1-897 (fol. 1r-41"), belongs to the dyad 
class y: cf. Hec. 284 SovAy ac0ev, 409 por om., 509 ueraoreAav, 600 ye (peér- 
om.) rt, 683 x'oix éri. The second section, Hec. 898—end (fol. 427-607), shows 
a Triclinian text: cf. Hec. 911 aidAe (xarvov om.), 922 euBeBwra, 1194 
dmoAovr' ovris, 1195 ade dporpia. 

Istanbul, Meréyiov roù Mavayiov Tá$ov, 509 (cf. IIazaBórovAos-Kepapeis, 
‘IepoooAvpitixy BiBAroOyxn V [1915] pp. 66 ff.). Paper, composite volume 
of the 15t? and 16 cent. (the Euripidean portion being written around 
1500 A.D.), 215 X 155 mm., 249 foll. (fol. 248-249 are blank), 6 or 7 lines. 
The ms. seems to be in the handwriting of the ms. Harley 5725 (U) and 
some other Euripides mss. which is possibly the handwriting of Andreas 
Donus (cf. above, p. 209). — Fol. 2° arg. to Orest.; 57-80" Orestes (1-856), 
in a confused sequence of quires, with some duplication of passages. This 
is the present sequence of text portions as they are bound in the volume: 
fol. 57-8" Orest. 1-45; 9'—16" Orest. 504-615; 17T-24Y Orest. 597-690; 
25'-32Y Orest. 770—856 ; 33"—40Y Orest. 691—769; 417-48" Orest. 142—240; 
49T—56* Orest. 408—503; 5'7T-64Y Orest, 45-141; 657-80" Orest. 241—411. 
The correct sequence of folios would be: fol. 5-8, 57—64, 41—48, 65-80, 
49-56, 9-24, 33-40, 25-32. Interlinear glosses. The text belongs to the 
class y: cf. Orest. 231 x'ávakéxAe, 287 rois Epyour 8 où, 343 karéAvae a.c. 
(xaréxAvae p.c.). 

U = London, British Museum, Harley 5725 (cf. above, pp. 208 ff.). This 
ms. was used above as a representative of the class y. 


Lucca, Biblioteca Governativa, 1424 (once Lucchesini ms. 136; cf. Nic- 
cola Festa, “ Indice de’ codici greci di Lucca e di Pistoia," Studi Italians 
di filologia classica 5 [1897] p. 221). Paper, around 1500 A.D., 211 X 146 
mm., 165 foll, 9 lines. Written by the scribe of Harley 5725 (U) and of 
some other Euripides mss. who is possibly Andreas Donus (cf. above, p. 209). 
Former owner: Cesare Lucchesini ł 1832 (cf. Frati, Dizionario bio-biblio- 
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grafico p. 307). — Fol. 1” Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec.; 2" index personarum to 
Hec.; 9* blank; 3° Hecuba; 73' arg. to Orest.; 74'-165* Orestes. Scholia 
on both plays, identical with those of U. 'The ms. is most closely related 
to the Harley 5725 (U). Both mss., written by the same hand, seem to 
correspond to each other very closely. Either they are copied from the same 
source or the scribe copied one of them from the other one or from another 
exemplar of his own. The text of Lucca 1424 agrees so faithfully with that 
of U that I do not have to quote specific evidence from the Lucca ms. in 
order to prove its affiliation with the class y. As a matter of record, cf.: 
Hec. 284 8oíAg ac0cv; 409 por om., 509 peracreAwv, 600 yé (pev- om.) rox, 
1055 féovre, 1123 av roApav érA«s trò apryavov éxaBy, 1257 eis] ws, 1275 
y om., Orest. 231 xqvaxikAe, 287 rois épyowst & ot, 343 KaréAvoe, 984 ava- 
Bodowpat, 1072 ri 5é det Cv. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Barocci 37 (cf. Coxe, Catalogus I col. 56; 
No. 37 in Summary Catalogue II 1 p. 4). Paper, around 1500 a.D., 205 X 
140 mm., 11+76 foll. (fol. r-11", 1r, 73-76" are blank), 9 lines. Written 
by the scribe of Harley 5725 (U) and other Euripides mss., who is probably 
Andreas Donus (cf. above, p. 209). — Fol. 1" Vita; 2° arg. to Hec.; 37-131 
Hecuba. Sparse scholia of the y origin ; some of them have the characteristic 
prefix ~ which was used occasionally by the above scribe (cf. above, p. 210). 
The text, closely resembling that of U, by the same token belongs to the 
class y: cf. Hec. 284 8oíAq ac0ev, 509 petacrercv, 600 ye (pév- om.) rt, 683 
xovxer’, 1055 (éovri, 1123 ov róApav érAqs. Tyv’ apnyavov éxdBy, 1257 eis] os, 
1275 y' om. 

Paris, Bibliotheque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2598 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventaire sommaire III p. 11; Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 87 ff.). Paper, 
15'^ cent., 215 X 155 mm., 400 foll., 11 lines. Facsimile of fol. 2697 (Soph. 
Ataz 1-8) in Turyn, op. cit. plate 17. There is a subscription on fol. 4007, 
but fol. 400 is damaged and pasted on paper, and it is not certain whether 
this folio originally belonged to the volume, though it is possible. The 
subscription reads (fol. 4007) : f éreAvaOy rò wapdv BiBAtov: ,G25« (ita p.c.: 
an in fine a a.c.?) èv pyri iovAtw: ca. | kai áró O(co)ù xaraBdoews. av èv 
pyri tovAiw: ia. iv(Ourwov) os s. The date indicated is 11 July 6975 A.M. 
= 1467 A.D. Probably once owned by Cardinal Ridolfi; there is a note of 
contents in the handwriting of Matthaeus Devaris and a call number 
N° XV°: — duodecime written probably by Nicolaus Sophianus (cf. Omont, 
Fac-similés XVe et XVIe? siècles pl. 40 and Introduction p. 14); the ms. 
is listed in the catalogue of Ridolfi mss. published by Montfaucon, Biblio- 
theca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770 under Libr Graect 
Poetic No. 15. — Fol. 1247 Vita; 125" arg. to Hec.; 127" Hecuba; 185! arg. 
to Orest. ; 1867-260r Orestes. Scholia of the class y (though not entirely 
identical with those of U). The writing style of the Euripides section and 
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of the Sophocles section (they are written by the same hand) reminds us 
of the writing style of the Sophoclean ms. Jena Bos.q.7 and of the manu- 
scripts of the Jena recension in Sophocles (cf. Turyn, Studies tn Sophocles 
pp. 87 ff.). The text of Paris 2598 belongs to the class y: cf. Hec. 284 
SovAn aéÜcv, 409 por om., 509 peracreray, 1055 (Qéovr, Orest. 149 xáraye 
Káraye, 231 kavaxixkAe, 287 rois épyow 8 ob, 343 naréAvoe, 1072 ri Se Set Civ. 
Some significant readings of the dyad, e.g., Hec. 1123, 1257, 1275, were 
avoided in favor of the normal vulgate readings. 'The Sophocles portion of 
this ms. belongs to the Jena recension of the Sophoclean dyad. 


Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2806 (cf. Omont, Inventaire som- 
maire III p. 43). Paper, around 1500 A.D., 21 X 15 cm., folios a, B, 7 blank 
folios, folios 1-149 numbered in ink, 10 blank folios; 12 lines for Hecuba, 
9 lines for Orestes. — Fol. 1" (of the ink numbering) Vita; 1Y arg. to Hec.; 
2° Hecuba; 96° arg. to Orest.; 977-148" Orestes; 149r" arg. to Phoen. 
Scholia of the class y. The handwriting is that of Harley 5725 (U) and 
of other Euripides mss. by the same hand, i.e., possibly by the hand of 
Andreas Donus (cf. above, p. 209). The text belongs to the class y: cf. Hec. 
284 SovrAn acÜcv, 409 por om., 509 peracreAdv, 683 Ko ùxér’, 1055 £éovri, 1123 
av roApay érAns tyvd’ apynyavoy éxaByn, 1257 eis] òs, 1275 y' om., Orest. 149 
Kara ye kdraye, 231 xgvaxvcAe, 287 rois pou 8 ot, 343 xaréAvat. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Supplément grec 97 (cf. Omont, Inventaire sommaire 
III p. 216). Paper, ca. 1475 A.D., 205 X 135 mm., 264 foll., 11 lines. The 
handwriting of the ms. seems to be that of Ioannes of Corone (cf. above, 
p. 215). The Euripides ms. Padua 138 (cf. above, loc. cit.) seems to be in 
the same hand. After Aristophanes, Plutus and Nubes, follows the Euripi- 
dean portion: fol. 126" Vita; 126" arg. to Hec.; 1277-185' Hecuba; 187" 
arg. to Orest. ; 188'-261* Orestes. Scholia of the class y on both plays. The 
poetic text belongs to the class y: cf. Hec. 284 SovdAn ac0ev, 409 por om., 509 
peraaTeAóv, 1055 (éovr,, 1123 av roApny ErAns rijv9' ápyxavov éxaBn, Orest. 148 
xüraye káraye, 231 xavaxvxAa, 287 rois €pyowt 8’ ov, 342 karéAvae. 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Supplément grec 1247 (cf. Henri Omont, 
* Manuscrits récemment ajoutés au fonds du Supplément grec de la Biblio- 
théque Nationale," Revue des bibliothéques 8 [1898] p. 194; Allen, Homeri 
Ilias I p. 37; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 32; Sophocles Recension 
of Moschopulus p. 167). Paper, 16'^ cent., 302 X 205 mm., 346 foll, 14 
lines. — Fol. 243" Vita; 2447 arg. to Hec.; 245'-290* Hecuba. Some scholia 
from the dyadic recensions. The ms. seems to be especially related to the 
ms. Agen 20 (cf. above, p. 218). The text of the Paris Suppl. gr. 1247 
belongs to the class y: cf. Hec. 284 SovAn acbev, 509 ueraoreAGv, 683 kobxér', 
1055 Qéovri, 1123 od roApay Erdns rHvd’ dunxavoy éxáfly, 1257 eis] ós. 
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IX. THE EvRIPIDEAN MANUSCRIPTS L AND P, AND THE TRICLINIAN 


REVISION OF FIFTEEN PLAYS OF EURIPIDES 


In the present study dealing mainly with the Byzantine recensions of the 
Euripidean text, I have to devote my attention also to the famous manu- 
scripts L (Laur. 32, 2) and P (Vat. Palat. 287 + Laur. Conventi Soppressi 
172). 'There are several reasons for the inclusion of these mss. in this 
analysis. The most obvious one is the fact that, in the triad, L and P inde- 
pendently offer, as we shall see, Byzantine interpolated texts. Then, the 
ms. L underwent in the other Euripidean plays a strong revision by a 
Byzantine interpolator. Apart from these considerations, any study of the 
mss. L and P will have to deal with the problem of their interrelationship 
which is one of the most important questions in the text tradition of 
Euripides. 

For almost 80 years, the mutual relation of L and P has been the subject 
of a controversy which we now hope to solve in a definitive way. The im- 
portance of L and P rests on the fact that they are the only sources (not 
to speak of apographs of L) for the so-called * unannotated? or “ non- 
select?" plays of Euripides, i.e., plays which came down in the Euripides 
transmission without scholia, because they did not belong to the selected 
or annotated or commented (scil. , supplied with scholia) plays of Euripi- 
des. In the discussion of the problem of L and P, I shall be unable to 
avoid references to previous discussions and polemics regarding this prob- 
lem. The mere presentation of the facts as I see them would perhaps not 
suffice to destroy the errors of the past and to establish correct ideas. 
Therefore, I shall be compelled to devote some space to the refutation of 
views which I consider erroneous. Nonetheless, in carrying out this task 
I shall try to be concise. I must begin with the description of the two 
manuscripts and an analysis of their contents. The reader should bear in 
mind that in the following the name “ Triclinius," whenever mentioned 
without Christian name, always means “ Demetrius Triclinius.” 


THE MANUSCRIPT L 


L = Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, plut. 32, 2. See below, plates XI, 
XIII. Cf. Bandini, Catalogus II cols. 123 f.; Udalricus de Wilamowitz- 
Moellendorff, Analecta Eurtpidea (Berolini, 1875) pp. 4ff.; Schultz, Die 
handschriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 8; R. Cantarella, 
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Sophoclis Trachiniae (Neapoli, 1926) p. 1x; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 74; 
Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 15; Studies in Sophocles p. 41; J. A. Spranger, 
* Some notes on the manuscript of Euripides Laurentianus 32, 2 (L)," 
Studi Italiani di filologia classica N.S. 10 (1932) pp. 315-324; P. G. 
Mason, “A Note on Laurentianus XXXII, 2," Classical Quarterly N.S. 4 
(1954) pp. 56-60. Full facsimile of the Euripidean part of the ms.: 
Euripidis quae inveniuntur in codice Laurentiano pl. XX XII, 2 phototypice 
expressa cura et impensis J. A. Spranger (Florentiae, 1920). Facsimile 
samples of the ms.: Girolamo Vitelli, Intorno ad alcuni luoghi della Ifigenia 
in Aulide di Euripide (Pubblicazioni del R. Istituto di Studi Superiori 
pratici e di perfezionamento. Sezione di filosofia e filologia. Firenze, 1877) 
plates I-VII (Iph. Aul. 1—49, 114-323, 542-606, 749-800, 1035-1097, 
1276-1336, 1474-1531 — written by the other scribe of the ms., i.e., by 
Nicolaus Triclines: see below) ; Nik. Wecklein, “ Beiträge zur Kritik des 
Euripides V," Sitzungsberichte der phiosophisch-philologischen und der 
historischen Classe der k. b. Akademie der Wissenschaften zu München, 
Johrgang 1899, II p. 342 (Suppl. 161-184, by the main scribe of the ms.) ; 
Giovanni Mercati, Se la versione dall'ebrawco del codice Veneto greco VII 
sta dt Simone Atumano arcivescovo di Tebe (Studi e Testi, 30. Roma, 
1916) plates I (part of fol. 17: autobiographical notes by Simon Atumanus, 
owner of the ms.; part of fol. 27: Soph. Aiax 1-36, by the main scribe), 
II (part of fol. 34v: beginning of Soph. Philoct., by the main scribe). 
Western paper, beginning of the 14!h century, 295 X 219 mm., 252 foll., 
2 columns to page, ca. 33-38 lines to a column. I owe to Dr. Sandra 
Vagaggini, of the Biblioteca Laurenziana, an identification of the water- 
marks that appear in this ms.: fol. 5-11, 56-75, 84, 89-90, 173—179, 185- 
186, 202 — Briquet No. 7478 (year 1300?); fol. 22—43 — not identified; 
fol. 77-83, 122-156 — No. 16019 (years 1314-1321) ; fol. 88, 92-95, 102- 
109, 159—172, 181, 193-201, 215 — No. 16014 (year 1311) ; fol. 110—115, 
231, 239—252 — similar to No. 3777 (year 1312) ; fol. 205—214, 222-224, 
233, 237 — similar to No. 6716 (years 18325—1326).?? A possible date of 


203 Cf. C. M. Briquet, Les filigranes. Dictionnaire historique des marques du papier 
(Genéve, 1907) II p. 409 (No. 7478), IV p. 807 (No. 16019, 10014), II p. 239 (No. 
3777), II p. 380 (No. 6716). 

It is perhaps pertinent to note that one of these watermarks, No. 16014, appears 
in the Vienna ms. med. gr. 30 written by one Marov3 Ila*yxpár«os, possibly in the 
year 1315 (cf. Bick, Die Schreiber der Wiener griechischen Handschriften pp. 68-70). 
The same Manuel Pancratius wrote some other mss. referring probably to the years 
1305-1315 (cf. Bick, loc. cit.; Irigoin, Scriptorium 4 [1950] p. 204; Vogel-Gardt- 
hausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 280; Henri Omont, Fac-similés des manuscrits grecs 
datés de la Bibliothèque Nationale du [Xe au XIV” siècle, Notice des planches p. 15 
and plate 77/I with a facsimile page from the Paris 2210, probably of 1312 a.p.). 
It is even more interesting that, according to a communication of the Biblioteca 
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the ms., circa 1310 A.D., with some little latitude in both directions, is also 
supported by these considerations. In the Laurentianus 32, 2, the Aeschy- 
lus text of the triad is Thoman (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 74 ff.), and the 
Sophocles text of six plays is likewise Thoman (cf. Turyn, Studies tn 
Sophocles pp. 41 ff.). The text of the Euripidean triad is strongly Thoman 
interpolated (cf. below, pp. 299 f.). The editorial activities of Thomas in the 
field of the Greek tragedians had already affected the immediate source of 
L before L started copying it. Roughly speaking, we can consider 1300 a.D. 
as a terminus ante quem for the Thoman recensions of the tragedians. By 
the same token, 1300 A.D. is a terminus post quem for the writing of L. 
The ms. L must have been written in a learned scriptorium shortly after 
the Thoman recensions of the tragedians were completed.” 


A terminus ante quem for the origination of the codex appears in the 
fact that Demetrius Triclinius in person had it at his disposal and made 
many corrections in its Euripidean part (with the exception of the triad). 
Per se, the life span of Triclinius would not contribute much to the dating 
of L, because Triclinius, whose editorial work, e.g., in Hesiod refers to the 
years 1316-1319, may well have been alive, for all we know or guess, even 
around 1340 A4.p.?? But the annotations of Demetrius Triclinius in the 
Hesiod part of the Laur. 32, 2 provide us with a certain chronological clue. 
On the folios 627-67", there is the text of Hesiod, Opera et Dies,?* written 
by the main scribe of L, with Moschopulean scholia added by a different 
hand. On fol. 61", after the end of Sophocles Trach., Triclinius wrote in 
his handwriting a Life of Hesiod, and then on fol. 62* (on this folio only) 
Triclinius wrote several interlinear and marginal scholia on Hes. O.D. 
1-56 — scholia being original comments of Triclinius.? For the rest of 
O. D., Triclinius abandoned any attempt to contribute to the interpretation 
or textual criticism of Hesiod O. D. This situation conveys a clear impres- 
sion of some inchoate and rudimentary work that had been, after the initial 
attempt indicated above, subsequently abandoned by Triclinius, by reason 


Marciana, the same watermark No. 16014 appears in the Venice 483 (e.g., fol. 42— 
43), which was partially written by Nicolaus Triclines and corrected by Demetrius 
Triclinius (cf. below, p. 231 note 213). 

203 I assumed (Aeschylus p. 105 note) that Demetrius Triclinius was born ca. 
1280 A.D. We can point out that possibly Thomas Magistros was still alive in 1346 
(cf. above, p. 53 note 88), and Triclinius was admittedly younger than Thomas. 

201 For the text of Hesiod O. D. in the Laur. 32, 2: cf. Alois Rzach, * Neue hand- 
schriftliche Studien zu Hesiods Erga," Wiener Studien 20 (1898) pp. 99 ff., 104 f.; 
Aloisius Rzach, Hesiodi carmina (Lipsiae, 1902) p. VII. 

205 Some of these scholia seem to have been copied in the Hesiod ms, Paris grec 
2833, from which they are reprinted in Thomas Gaisford, Scholia ad Hesiodum 
(Poetae Graeci Minores II. Lipsiae, 1823), e.g.: p. 49 note q (on O. D. 16), p. 63 
note s (on O. D. 40). 
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of his editorial work on Hesiod's Opera et Dies to be done elsewhere. The 
only possible explanation is that Triclinius began annotating O.D. in the 
Laurentianus 32, 2 at some time prior to his undertaking his definitive 
work on Hesiod that is set forth in his Hesiod ms. Venice 464 (No. di 
collocazione 762), on folios 20'-46" (with the following Moschopulean 
éygouws of O.D. on fol. 46-787) —that part of Venice 464 having been 
subscribed on fol. 78" on August 20, 1316 (cf. above, p. 26 note 43). This 
would mean that Triclinius abandoned his annotating Hesiod in Laur. 
32, 2 some time prior to his beginning the work concluded in Venice 464 
in 1316. It would make no sense to imagine that he wrote his notes in 
Laur. 32, 2 after he had completed the pertinent part of his Hesiodean 
work in Venice 464. I should like also to add that his Life of Hesiod and 
his notes on Hesiod in Laur. 32, 2 were written with rounded breathings, 
which fit the period before August 20, 1316, when he concluded his Hesiod 
portion with rounded breathings in Venice 464, and then shifted to angular 
breathings in the rest of Venice 464 (cf. above, p. 26 note 43). In view of 
these facts, we can safely assume the year 1316 as the terminus ante quem 
of the ms. L coming into the hands of Triclinius and, a potiori, as a termi- 
nus ante quem of the ms. L coming into existence. As & result of our 
analysis, based on the various considerations mentioned, we should be 
inclined to set as time limits for the date of L the years 1300-1315. An 
additional chronological clue appears in the fact that & part of the volume 
was written by Nicolaus Triclines (cf. below, p. 229), from whom we have 
a ms., Laur. 70, 6, dated 1318 A.D. (see below, plate XII). Of course, the 
main part of L may have been written a little earlier than the part by 
Nicolaus Triclines, although one of the watermarks appears in both sec- 
tions of the ms. suggesting that the work on the entire volume was carried 
out at one time. Then, the date of Laur. 70, 6 (1318 a.p.), while pointing 
to a certain period of Nicolaus Triclines’ activities, does not prove when 
he wrote his part of L. Thus, if we take into consideration all the pertinent 
elements and the indications suggested by the watermarks of L, we can 
set a tentative date of L circa 1310 A.p.??? 


*o Tt js interesting to see how the ms. L was dated by some scholars — I am 
quoting here a few statements. Udalricus de Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Analecta Eu- 
ripidea (Berolini, 1875) p. 4: “initio saeculi XIV confectum." Wilamowitz, Ein- 
leitung in die attische Tragódie p. 207: * geschrieben in den ersten decennien des 14. 
jahrhunderts.” Bruno Snell, Hermes 70 (1935) p. 119 note 1: “geschrieben um 
1300.” But Paul Maas, Gnomon 2 (1926) p. 157 stated: “ Datiert wird L allgemein 
in den Anfang des 14. Jahrhunderts. Ich halte auch die zweite Hälfte des 13. nicht 
für ausgeschlossen." Maas, Tertkritik (Gercke-Norden, Einleitung in die Altertums- 
wissenschaft I, 2. Leipzig-Berlin, 1927) p. 13: “L (s. XIII-XIV).” Also Maas, 
Textkritik? (Leipzig, 1950) p. 18: “L (s. XIII/XIV)." Quite evidently, Maas’ 
attribution of L possibly also to the second half of the 13th century is a patent error 
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The ms. was owned around 1348 a.p. by the then bishop of Gerace (in 
Calabria) who was identified as Simon Atumanus (Xipev 6 ’Arovuavos), 
bishop of Gerace from 1348 on, subsequently Latin archbishop of Thebes 
from 1366 on. On fol. 1", there appear notes by that man, pertaining to 
his appointment and consecration as bishop of Gerace, performed in Avi- 
gnon in the year 1348.7°? This means that some time before that event, but 
after Demetrius Triclinius completed his work on this ms. — accordingly, 


in view of the Thoman elements in the tragic texts of L, and in view of the participa- 
tion of Nicolaus Triclines in the writing of L. Also the presence of watermarks in 
the paper of L should have made Maas' early dating of L unlikely. 

207 A fundamental study on Simon Atumanus was written by Giovanni Mercati, 
Se la versione dall'ebraico del codice Veneto greco VII sia di Simone Atumano 
arcivescovo di Tebe (Studi e Testi, 30. Roma, 1916). The autobiographical (anony- 
mous) notes in the Laur. 32, 2 fol. 1* (upper part) were published, with some slips, 
by Bandini II col. 123 and by Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea pp. 5f. They are 
reproduced in facsimile in Mercati, plate I, and published correctly by Mercati p. 48. 
The first identification of the person in question as Simon bishop of Gerace wae 
made in 1875 by N. Anziani, the director of the Laurentian Library at that time, 
for Wilamowitz (Analecta Euripidea p. 5), obviously on the basis of Ferdinandus 
Ughelli, Italia sacra* IX (Venetiis, 1721) col. 396. Further identifications and an 
important biography of Simon Atumanus were supplied by Mercati, op. cit.; 
especially on Laur. 32, 2, cf. Mercati pp. 23 tf. The appointments of Simon Athomanus 
as bishop of Gerace in 1348 (to succeed the famous Barlaam of Calabria) and arch- 
bishop of Thebes in 1366 are listed in Conradus Eubel, Hierarchia catholica medii 
aevi 1198-1431 (Monasterii,? 1913) pp. 263, 482. Simon Atumanus, native of Con- 
stantinople, a Basilian, was born, as it seems, before 1318, held the bishopric of 
Gerace from 1348 and the Latin archbishopric of Thebes from 1366, resided in Rome 
from ca. 1381, and died (probably in Rome) between 1383-1387. He was identified 
by Mercati as the author of the Greek translation of the Old Testament from Hebrew 
in the ms. Venice greco 7 (once Bessarion ms. Greek 14: cf. Omont, Revue des 
bibliothéques 4 [1894] p. 149) and the scribe of the autographic part of that ms., 
Venice gr. 7 fol. 1-81a, The whole translation was published from the Venice gr. 7 
by Oscar Gebhardt: Graecus Venetus. Pentateuchi Proverbiorum Ruth Cantici Eccle- 
siastae Threnorum Danielis versio graeca. Ez unico Bibliothecae 8. Marci Venetae 
codice nunc primum «edidit Oscar Gebhardt. Praefatus est Franciscus Delitzsch 
(Lipsiae, 1875), with facsimiles of fol. 68» (partially reproduced in Mercati, pl. 2) 
and fol. 1035. On that translation, cf. the prolegomena by Gebhardt; cf. Eb. Nestle, 
Realencyclopddte für protestantische Theologie und Kirche? III (Leipzig, 1897) p. 24. 

On the activities of Simon Atumanus, cf. also: Giuseppe Cammelli, Démétrius 
Cydonés, Correspondance (Collection Byzantine. Paris, 1930) pp. 154, 157 f., 215; 
Oscar Halecki, Un empereur de Byzance à Rome (Travaux Historiques de la Société 
des Sciences et des Lettres de Varsovie, vol. VIII. Warszawa, 1930) pp. 142, 256, 
286, 293, 311, 390; Giovanni Mercati, Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici 3 (1931) pp. 210, 
212-214; Giovanni Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone pp. 130-133, 355- 
358, 438; Raymond J. Loenertz, Les recueils de lettres de Démétrius Cydonés (Studi 
e Testi, 131. Città del Vaticano, 1947) pp. 110, 115; Kenneth M. Setton, Catalan 
Domination of Athens 1311—1388 (The Medieval Academy of America, Publication 
No. 50. Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1948) pp. 140 ff., 222 f.; R. Weiss, “ The Greek 
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some time probably in the second quarter of the 14° century —this ms. 
conceivably was brought from Thessalonica to Lower Italy. Most probably 
_ it was acquired by Simon before he came to Italy, then was brought by him 
to Italy, accompanied him to Avignon and returned to Italy. Possibly the 
ms. accompanied Simon later on to Thebes and then was carried by him 
back to Italy. The same Simon, in his hasty and uncouth script, made 
many notes all over the ms. (cf. fol. 17-27, 37, 11v, 13"—18*, 19v, 23v, 25"—26r, 
211—28v, 29v, 34%, 47", 1067-107*, 109—110, 111v, 112*—113", 114", 116', 
1177, 141%, 1547) 20s 

The ms. later being permanently in Italy was, of course, used by many 
scholars of the Renaissance (I leave out for the time being the question of 


Culture of South Italy in the Later Middle Ages," Proceedings of the British 
Academy vol. XXXVII (1951) pp. 47 f. — On & poem by Simon, cf. Krumbacher, 
Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur* p. 300; Mercati, Se la versione p. 33. On 
Simon as translator of Plutarch’s de cohibenda ira into Latin, cf. also Dean Putnam 
Lockwood, Proceedings of the American Philological Association 64 (1933) pp. 
LXVI f.; B. L. Ullman, “Some Aspects of the Origin of Italian Humanism,” Philo- 
logical Quarterly 20 (1941) p. 216 (reprinted in: B. L. Ullman, Studies in the 
Italian Renaissance [Roma, 1955] p. 32); Robert Weiss, “Lo studio di Plutarco 
nel Trecento," La Parola del Passato 8 (1953) pp. 321 ff. 

On another manuscript of Greek poetry owned by Simon Atumanus, cf. the fol- 
lowing note. 

** It should be recorded here that Simon Atumanus owned another important 
ms., Florence, Laur. 31, 8 (cf. Bandini, Catalogus II cols. 83 f.; Turyn, Aeschylus 
pp. 70f., 101 ff.; Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 103; Eduard Fraenkel, 
Aeschylus Agamemnon I p. 4 and plate 2 = fol. 71r, Aesch. Agam. 1-15). The ms. 
contains Aeschylus (Prom., Sept., Pers., Agam., Eumen.), Sophocles (Aíaz, Electra), 
and Lycophron. For Aeschylus, this is the valuable manuscript F, containing in 
addition to the Aeschylean triad also two plays of the Oresteia. I have identified 
the handwriting of Simon Atumanus in notes (on the text) written in the Aeschylus 
part of this Laur. 31, 8 — especially on folios 4r-6r. His writing in Laur. 31, 8 is 
clearer and more distinct than in Laur. 32, 2. The presence of his notes in Laur. 31, 8 
proves that the ms. belonged to Simon's collection and shows the amazing fact that 
he owned two mss., Laur. 32, 2 and Laur. 31, 8, both of which are very important 
factors in the text transmission of Greek tragedies. 

The Laur. 31, 8 (apart from an extraneous addition fol. 17-27) was written by 
one Constantinus. There is a note on fol. 208r, above the beginning of the Lycophron 
text, by the scribe of the ms.: f yevov Bonbds x(pior)é TO xwroravrivww + (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 254). At the end of the ms., on fol. 2447, 
there is an obituary note recording the death &yyns. cufv-you [ ] on 8 
January 1374. This year 1374 can be considered technically as & terminus ante 
quem for the codex itself, while the terminus post quem is the first Triclinian recen- 
sion of Aeschylus which was used in a part of the Aeschylus portion of this ma. 
(cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 101 ff.; cf. Fraenkel, Aeschylus Agamemnon I pp. 4, 16 ff.). 
It cannot be determined whether the ms. was owned by Simon Atumanus before 1374 
and later came in the possession of the person who wrote that obituary note — or 
was acquired by Simon after 1374, while he was archbishop of Thebes. If he was 
interested in Greek tragedies before 1348, we can rather assume that he acquired 
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its apographs and their use by editors). However, I wish to point out that 
the ms. L was studied by Ianus Lascaris??? who seems to have been the 
person who supplemented in L (on fol. 1767) the missing line Med. 1371. 


The ms. L was early in the 16'^ century in Rome, because we know that 
the Laurentian collection was in Rome between ca. 1510—1522. A mark of 
the later location of L in Florence appears in a note on fol. 1707: franc- 
zepht. Franciscus Zeffius or Zephyrus (11546) was at that time a canon 
of San Lorenzo in Florence.?!? 


the Laur. 31, 8 about the same time as the Laur. 32, 2. At any rate, the time of his 
acquisition of the Laur. 31, 8 is not so relevant. 

It seems probable that Laur. 31, 8 which in Aeschylus is partially Thoman and 
partially Triclinian, and in Sophocles is Thoman (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 101 ff.; 
Studies in Sophocles pp. 41ff.), originated in Thessalonica in a scriptorium that 
cultivated Thomano-Triclinian scholarship. The same goes for the Laur, 32, 2. It 
would be a good guess to assume that Simon bought both of them in Thessalonica or 
from the same source that had contacts with Thesalonica. 

The question of the date of the Laur. 31, 8 itself certainly seems interesting. The 
size of the ms. is regular for Western paper: it is 211 x 140 mm., according to a 
communication of the Laurentian Library (I mention it explicitly, because in the 
past the size of this ms. was reported erroneously on the basis of H. W. Smyth, 
Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 44 [1933] p. 16). The watermarks of the 
ms. were indicated, according to a communication of the Library, by Martin Wittek, 
Scriptorium 7 (1953) p. 278 note 9. I suppose that the Laur. 31, 8 was written 
some time in the second quarter of the 14th century. 

209 Cf, above, p. 87 note 142. For Lascaris’ handwriting, cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, 
Die griech. Schreiber pp. 157 f.; K. K. Müller, Centralblatt für Bibliothekswesen 1 
(1884) pp. 339 ff.; de Nolhac, La bibliothèque de Fulvio Orsini pp. 154 ff.; Mercati, 
Opere minori III pp. 140 ff.; for facsimile samples of his handwriting, cf. de Nolhac, 
op. cit., facsimile VI; Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles, marginalia on plate 
44, cf. ibidem, text p. 14. Cf. below, plate XXIV. See below, General Index s.v. 
Lascaris, Ianus. 

I have recognized Lascaris’ handwriting in the ms. Paris grec 2799 (scholia on 
Sophocles: cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 184 ff.). It is interesting that Paris 
2799 was written by Lascaris and then owned by Musurus, after whose death it 
reverted to Lascaris. Also the Euripides ms. Venice IX 10 (No. di collocazione 
1160: cf. below, p. 375 and plate XXIV) was written by Ianus Lascaris, who seems 
to have combined in it elements from B (owned by him) with elements from L. 

We have another proof that Lascaris personally knew and studied the ms, L. 
The Euripides mss. Paris 2887 + Paris 2888 (cf. below, pp. 370/ff.) were copied 
from L by Arsenius of Monembasia, but they were supplemented with metrical notes 
from L by Lascaris himself, as we can easily recognize from the script of these 
notes in those Paris mss. Both manuscripts were owned by Lascaris and carry his 
monogram Ac. The ca. 1494 edition of Medea, Hippolytus, Alcestis, Andromache, 
conceivably made by Lascaris, should be examined for its relationship to B and to 
Paris 2888 (cf. Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. x1; also cf. Petrus Elmsley, 
Euripidis Medea [Lipsiae, 1822] pp. IX f.; the changes made in the printing of tha* 
edition should be related to readings of B and of L or Paris 2888). 

210 The Laurentian collection was already in Rome in 1510 in the palace of Car- 
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The ms. Laur. 32, 2 was written by two scribes. One of them, to whom 
I shall refer as to the main scribe, wrote the major part of the ms., viz.: 
folios 27-117r and 1577-252" (I constantly quote folio numbers of the lower 
right-hand corners of the rectos). In this section, the folios 1577-193* top 
(through El. 192) are written somewhat carelessly so that they look a little 
different from the other folios written by the same scribe. He must have 
written them with a different pen and in a different vein, but there is no 
need to assume that folios 1577—-193* (top) stem from a different scribe.?'! 

The other scribe wrote only the folios 1197-154" (154"—156Y are blank), con- 
taining Rhesus, Ion, Iph. Taur., Iph. Aul. But there is not any doubt that 
this other scribe was writing at the same time in the same scriptorium. 
It is interesting that the same watermark No. 16019 appears both in the 
section of the main scribe and in that of the other scribe (cf. above, p. 223). 
The handwriting of this other scribe is very neat and careful. It reminds 
us of the script style of the original scribe of the Angelicus 14 (T*), though 
it is more elegant. We could perhaps venture a statement that the other 
scribe of L represents the learned calligraphic style of Thessadonica. And 
we are fortunate to be in a position to identify the other scribe of L (fol. 
1197-1547). It is Nicolaus Triclines, NuxóAaos ó TpuxAtvys, the copyist of 
the Herodotus ms. Laur. 70, 6 of 1318 A.p.?? The reader may compare 


dinal Giovanni Medici (the later Pope Leo X) and remained there until 1522. Then 
it was brought back to Florence and installed in the Laurentian Library in 1527. 
Cf. Bandini, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae 
varia continens opera graecorum patrum I pp. xin f.; <Niccolò Anziani,» Della 
Biblioteca Mediceo-Laurenziana di Firenze (Firenze, 1872) pp. 10 ff.; Enea Piccolo- 
mini, * Delle condizioni e delle vicende della libreria Medicea privata dal 1494 al 
1508," Archivio Storico Italiano serie IIT, vol. 19 (1874) p. 129; K. K. Müller, 
* Neue Mittheilungen über Janos Laskaris und die Mediceische Bibliothek," Central- 
blatt für Bibliothekswesen 1 (1884) p. 349. 

On Franciscus Zeffius or Zephyrus, cf. Ang. Mar. Bandini, Catalogus codicum 
italicorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae, Gaddianae, et Sanctae Crucis (Cata- 
logus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae, tomus V. Flo- 
rentiae, 1778) col. 695; Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea p. 61. 

211 A different scribe was postulated for this section by Spranger, Studi Italiani 
di filologia classica N.S. 10 (1932) p. 323, and this view was followed by P. G. 
Mason, Classical Quarterly N.S. 4 (1954) p. 58. 

212 Cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 103 note 89. The Laur. 70, 6 is described by Bandini, 
Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae II col. 665, and in The New 
Palaeographical Society First series, vol. II plate 156, text. It is à parchment ms., 
270 x 185 mm., 340 foll. This is the subscription of the ma. on fol. 340* (see below, 
plate XII): f é¢redewOn 7d wapdy BigMo» did xewpós éuov Tov duaprwrov wKoAdouv ToU 
TrpukAUrm: uml papriw: ly(8iKxrivos) à-ns'. Érovs "ow xgov' + 

It may be pertinent to discuss here some other occurrences of the same family 
name in that period. A certain Tprxdlvys is mentioned in a letter of Nicolaus Cabasi- 
las written from Constantinople to his father in Thessalonica (cf. P. Enepekides, 
* Der Briefwechsel des Mystikers Nikolaos Kabasilas," Byzantinische Zeitschrift 46 
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the handwriting of Laur. 70, 6 on our plate XII (or the facsimiles from 
the same Laur. 70, 6 published before: The New Palaeographical Society. 
Facsimiles of Ancient Manuscripts, etc. Edited by Edward Maunde Thomp- 
son, George Frederic Warner, Frederic George Kenyon and Julius Parnell 
Gilson. First series, vol. II [London, 1903-1912] plate 156 [= Laur. 70, 6 
fol. 1747]; Sir Edward Maunde Thompson, An Introduction to Greek and 
Latin Palaeography [Oxford, 1912] p. 261 facsimile No. 75, cf. ibidem 
p. 255)?" — and the handwriting from the pertinent section of L on our 
plate XIII (or in the facsimile of L published by Spranger; or in the 
facsimiles published by Vitelli, Intorno ad alcuni luoghi della Ifigenia in 


[1953] p. 30, letter No. 2 line 7): 'Ewdoresda *yáp: Tpixdlyns 3j» ò kouitw». The letter 
(which Enepekides thought to have been written ca. 1320) was attributed to the 
late forties of the 14% century by I. Sevéenko, * Nicolaus Cabasilas’ Correspondence 
and the Treatment of Late Byzantine Literary Texts,” Byzantinische Zeitschrift 47 
(1954) p. 55. It was written perhaps ca. 1351, according to Raymond — J. Loenertz, 
* Chronologie de Nicolas Cabasilas 1345-1354,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 21 
(1955) pp. 224 f.; cf. especially p. 224 note 2 on that Triclines. Who the Tpixdirns 
mentioned in this letter was, we do not know. Was it perhaps NixóAaos à TpuxAMrys? 

Again a Triclinius, NeiAos à TpixAirios, appears as the addressee of a letter by the 
famous Barlaam of Calabria (letter II in Giuseppe Schiró, Barlaam Calabro, Epi- 
stole greche. I primordi episodici e dottrinari delle lotte esicaste [Istituto Siciliano 
di Studi Bizantini. Testi e Monumenti. Testi, l. Palermo, 1954] pp. 267 ff.; cf. 
ibidem pp. 8f. The letter was published earlier by Schiró, Archivio Btorico per 
la Calabria e la Lucania 8 [1938] pp. 52 ff.; cf. ibidem pp. 47 ff.). That letter was 
written in 1336 (according to Schiró, Barlaam Calabro, Epistole p. 47; for Schird’s 
earlier view, cf. Archivio Storico per la Calabria e la Lucania 1 [1931] p. 334). Nilus 
Triclinius, to judge from this letter, belonged to the entourage of Gregorius Palamas 
and was a very cultured person; he is called ¢:Aovogwraros in the address of the 
letter. 

NixóAaos ò TpixAlyns called himself áuapreAós in 1318 in the subscription of the 
Laur. 70, 6 without any other indication of his status. Consequently, he may have 
been at that time a secular clergyman, but not a monk. Perhaps later on he became 
a monk and assumed the name of NeiAos? And perhaps he was the addressee of the 
letter from Barlaam? And perhaps he is the TpcxAlyns mentioned in the letter of 
Nicolaus Cabasilas? This is a series of guesses, nothing more. However, we welcome 
the fact that both references to the Triclinius family, from Barlaam and from 
Nicolaus Cabasilas, point to Thessalonica and to a certain period of the 14% century. 

2138 Incidentally, I wish to point out that in the Herodotus ms. Laur. 70, 6 written 
by Nicolaus Triclines, on its last folio 3407, there is a comment added in a different 
handwriting of the 15th century. This is the headline and the text of those lines 
(see below, plate XXIII): Aaoríkov roù dénvalov | Soxovcr 3¢ Eporye ol EhLAnves xpucáperot 
dpery ue(tov. xara dy (Opwr) ov drodeltacGa uy Epya | ola huas *vrÜarouérovs éxmArr- 
recOat, ruxeiy 0é xypuxos ob wodhw Tim Tor Épyuv | abrwy droddovros: ypodérov áXuxap- 
vacéws, rovrwy 7) Exacra éyévero beia roumi éwetióvros: — The headline suggests that 
the author of this comment on Herodotus was Laonicus Chalcondyles, who most 
probably himself both composed and wrote this tribute to Herodotus. Thus this 
would be also a valuable autograph of Laonicus Chalcondyles. We may venture to 
believe that Laonicus owned and studied this Herodotus ms. The comment itself 
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Aulide dt Euripide plates I-VII). The identity of the handwriting is 
doubtless. And the same script, i.e., that of Nicolaus Triclines, appears in 
some parts of the famous metrical manuscript Venice 483, on which Deme- 


trius Triclinius in person was working as corrector and revisor:?!? see 
below, plate XIV. 


Since Demetrius Triclinius in his younger years used his family name 


shows some Herodotean idioms, a stylistic feature that is characteristic of Laonicus 
(cf. Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? p. 303; Eugenius Darkó, 
Laonici Chalcocandylae Historiarum demonstrationes II 2 [Budapestini, 1927] p. 360). 

7!*' This is the well-known metrical manuscript Venice greco 483 (No. di colloca- 
zione 677), described by Wilhelm Studemund in Rud. Schoell et Guil. Studemund, 
Anecdota varia graeca et latina I (Berolini, 1886) pp. 89-91, 165-168; cf. Zanetti- 
Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca p. 254; Johannes Baptista Caspar d'Ansse 
de Villoison, Anecdota graeca II (Venetiis, 1781) pp. 85 ff.; Maximilianus Consbruch, 
Hephaestionis Enchiridion (Lipsiae, 1906) pp. virf., Ix, xvii. From this ms, (fol. 
46°), Villoison, Homeri Ilias (Venetiis, 1788) pp. LIX f., published the known Alexan- 
drian critical signs. 

The ms, is on paper, written by several hands early in the 14th century, 215 x 145 
mm., 162 foll. There are ownership entries (cf. Villoison, Anecdota graeca II p. 85) 
by Neophytus Comnenus Doukas Rhaoul on fol. 161": f 39e BíBXos rvyxdve: odca veo- 
púrov Kouynvov otka Tov paob^, and by Francesco Lombardo of Corfu on fol, 161v: 
pacép pparrilaoxovs Novpwapdous, dà rods xopydo’s: Later, this ms. was Greek ms, 482 
in the library of Cardinal Bessarion (cf. Omont, Revue des bibliothéques 4 [1894] 
p. 169); Bessarion's ownership entry appears on fol. 6v. Of the watermarks of this 
ms., reported to me by the Biblioteca Marciana, these especially should be recorded: 
No. 16014 Briquet (e.g., fol. 42-43) — year 1311; No. 8102 (fol. 151) — year 1319; 
similar to No. 7926 (fol. 101-102) — year 1324 (cf. Briquet, Les filigranes IV p. 807, 
III p. 438, III p. 430). On the watermark No. 16014 appearing in the Laur. 32, 2: 
cf. above, p. 223 note 202. 

A. B. Drachmann, Isaac Tzetzae de metris Pindaricis commentarius (Det Kgl. 
Danske Videnskabernes Selskab. Historisk-filologiske Meddelelser. IX, 3. København, 
1925) p. T and p. 127 note 1, was the first to recognize that in this ms. the ancient 
metrical scholia on Pindar's Olymp. and Pyth. I, on folios 931-97», and Tzetzes, De 
metris Pindaricis, on folios 09r-144v, were corrected by Demetrius Triclinius (this 
identification of Triclinius as corrector of the said texts in Venice 483 was repeated 
by Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 357 note 3). While Demetrius Triclinius' 
corrections of these two texts in this ms. show his great concern with the subject, 
obviously in connection with his then intended edition of Pindar, it must be 
stated that his corrections, additions of marginal and interlinear notes, headlines, 
colophons, etc., appear in most parts of the codex. Marginal notes by Demetrius 
Triclinius on fol. 32»v-45r are especially obvious. The critical signs marked and 
explained on fol. 45* (in the right margin) are in the hand of Demetrius Triclinius. 
It even seems that Triclinius himself wrote the lower part of fol. 61* and the folio 
62r* (Georgius Choeroboscus in Hephaestionem ed. Guilelmus Hoerschelmann in: 
Schoell-Studemund, Anecdota varia graeca et latina I pp. 84.7—87.19; cf. Consbruch, 
Hephaestionis Enchiridion pp. 249.7—253.21 cod. K). This ms. Venice 483, when 
used for metrical texts published in Schoell.Studemund, Anecdota varia graeca et 
latina I, and in the Hephaestion edition by Consbruch, carried the symbol K. It 
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in the form TpuAívgs (see below, plate VI; cf. above, p. 26 note 43), which 
he subsequently changed into TpuA(wos, we can assume the identity of the 
original family name TpwALvys for both men, Demetrius and Nicolaus. For 
the sake of practical uniformity, in referring to Nicolaus Triclines, I shall 
in most cases call him Nicolaus Triclinius. 


appears that the corrector K? (so symbolized in the said editions) should be identi- 
fied with Demetrius Triclinius. 

Several scribes shared in the writing of this ms. Some of them occasionally wrote 
less carefully than usual or they crowded the script more tightly so that in some 
cases it is hard to recognize the identity of the same scribe in several sections that 
might stem from the same hand. The script of the other scribe of the Euripidean 
ms. L (Laur. 32, 2: folios 1197-1547), i.e., the script of Nicolaus Triclinius, appears 
unmistakenly in the Venice 483, e.g., on fol. 76:r-79* (Trichas, de novem metris: 
ed. Consbruch, Hephaestionis Enchiridion pp. 388.25—399), and in the quire fol. 90r- 
97* containing: De metro heroico, Trichae epitome, De metris Pindari (to Olympia and 
Pyth. I) — edited (from the ms. Florence, Laur. Conventi Soppressi 8, which tran- 
scribed some metrical items from Venice 483: cf. Studemund in Schoell-Studemund, 
Anecdota varia graeca et latina I pp. 91 ff.) by Franciscus de Furia, Appendiz ad 
Draconem Stratonicensem complectens Trichae, Eliae monachi et Herodiani tractatus 
de metris (Lipsiae, 1814) pp. 42.7—70.12. The joint participation of Nicolaus Tri- 
clinius as scribe of a part of the Venice 483 and of Demetrius Triclinius as corrector 
of the whole manuscript parallels the situation in the Laurentianus 32, 2 of Euripi- 
des and offers a basis for an assumption that Demetrius Triclinius conceivably was 
the initiator or inspirer of the Venice 483. 

I should like to point out that while Demetrius Triclinius used rounded breathings 
in the notes and headlines added by him (e.g., on fol. 477), in the said quire fol. 
90r-97*, on folio 90r, he added the headline + epi roù pw:xoù uérpov: — with an 
angular breathing in 4pwixov, the whole headline being written in a thinner, sharper 
script. Also on fol. 95r and on fol. 97r, in marginal headlines, the word e[8ovs has 
an angular breathing. On fol. 105r, in the marginal note, the word dxaráAqxror has 
an angular breathing. Therefore, it must have been at the beginning of his period 
of angular breathings, around 1317 A.D., that Demetrius Triclinius added those notes 
in this section, which constitutes a quire written by Nicolaus Triclinius and con- 
tains, among other items, metrical scholia on Pindar. By the same token, we can 
surmise that Demetrius Triclinius was engaged in research preliminary to his edi- 
tion of Pindar around the same time. 

The ms. Venice 483 shows where Demetrius Triclinius drew his metrical knowledge 
and also his knowledge of critical signs, which he elaborated and used so systemati- 
cally in his editions (of course, he also knew other sources, e.g., the scholia on 
Aristophanes). Certainly, this ms. deserves most careful study in connection with 
Triclinius and his metrical views. I should like, e.g., to point out the question of 
monopodic measure of dactyls (cf. above, p. 32). We can compare Triclinius’ em- 
phasis on the monopodic measure of dactylic meters, formulated, e.g., in his intro- 
ductory metrical matter (Abel, Scholia recentia Pind. I p. 41.8), with Trichas, De 
novem metris chapter III (Consbruch, Hephaestionis Enchiridion p. 374.31: ms. 
Venice 483 fol. 71"). 

The metrical ideas of Triclinius as embodied in his preliminary metrical matter 
and in his metrical scholia should be examined in reference to the presumable 
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The participation of Nicolaus Triclinius in the mss. Laur. 32, 2 and 
Venice 483 indicates a very interesting situation. Nicolaus Triclinius must 
have been a close relative of Demetrius 'Triclinius, most probably his 
younger brother, who acted as a helper and collaborator in Demetrius’ 
scholarly activities. It shows that Nicolaus was trained in metrics if he 
collaborated on the important metrical ms. Venice 483. Moreover, it throws 
additional light on Demetrius’ role in connection with the Laur. 32, 2. 
We are going to see that Demetrius Triclinius was the revisor and corrector 
of the Laur. 32, 2 (L). If his relative Nicolaus Triclinius wrote a section 
of the ms. L, it means that either the whole ms. Laur. 32, 2 originated on 
an initiative of Demetrius Triclinius — or the section written by Nicolaus 
Triclinius was copied at the behest of Demetrius Triclinius (this I consider 
more likely). In either case, Demetrius Triclinius emerges as the driving 
spirit in the completion of the manuscript L. 


Both scribes of L were writing in 2 columns to a page, except for the 
lyrics in which the arrangement is different so that there are sometimes 
3 columns, sometimes 3 or more cola to a line across the page. The sequence 
of lines is across the page, from the left column to the right column. These 
are the contents of the Laurentianus 32, 2: 


Fol. 17 notes by Simon Atumanus; 1” arg. to Sophocles’ Aiar in the 
handwriting of Simon; 27-61" Sophocles, Aiaz, Electra, Oedipus Tyrannus, 
Philoctetes, Antigone, Trachiniae ; 61" Life of Hesiod, written by Demetrius 
Triclinius; 627-67* Hesiod, Opera et Dies, with Moschopulean scholia by . 
a different hand and with scholia on O. D. 1—56 written by Demetrius Tri- 
clinius; 687-232' Euripides as described below in a detailed way ; 2337-252 
Aeschylus, Prometheus, Septem, Persae (1—922). 


A part of the original volume containing Theocritus was torn out of 
what is now Laur. 32, 2 and is preserved partially in the present volume 
Paris, Ancien fonds grec 2722 fol. 6-15". On this ms., cf. Omont, Inven- 
taire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque Nationale III p. 31; 
Richardus Wagner, Apollodori Bibliotheca (1894) pp. vinff.; Aubrey 
Diller, “The Text-History of the Bibliotheca of Pseudo-Apollodorus,” 
Transactions of the American Philological Association 66 (1935) pp. 
306 ff. ; cf. above, p. 78 note 126; Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung 
der Theokrit-Scholien p. 189; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur Buco- 
lici graeci p. 253. The Paris 2722 has now 33 folios of different sizes and 


influence of metrical texts of the Venice 483 upon Triclinius. The Tractatus Har- 
leianus and its probable Triclinian authorship should be likewise re-examined in 
this connection (cf. Guilelmus Studemund, Tractatus Harleianus qui dicitur de 
metris [Progr. Breslau, 1887]; cf. Studemund, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 
95 [1867] pp. 619 f.; R. Westphal in: A. Rossbach und R. Westphal, Metrik der 
Griechen? I [Leipzig, 1867] pp. 136 f.). 
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is composed of four disparate parts. Fol. 1 is a flyleaf, with modern 
librarian's notes on fol. 1°; fol. 27-3" are leaves with scholia on Soph. 
Philoct. from the printed editio Romana (1518) of the scholia on Sopho- 
cles; fol. 4 flyleaf, blank; fol. 5 flyleaf, with librarian's notes on fol. 5°; 
fol. 6'-15* Theocritus; 167-32" disconnected leaves of Pseudo-Apollodorus, 
Bibliotheca, on bombycine paper, ca. 1320 A.D., 265 X 190 mm. (these leaves 
are remnants of the lost source of all the known mss. of Pseudo-Apollodorus ; 
they are in the handwriting of Twavvixios d(vé rarewos ypapparwos : cf. above, 
p. 78 note 126; below, p. 333 ; facsimile samples in Wagner) ; 337-33" frag- 
ments of the Greek Anthology (a leaf of the 14th cent.), by another hand. 


Folios 6-15 of the Paris 2722 are leaves of Western paper, 31 X 21 em., 
2 columns to page, 33-37 lines to column. They contain poems of Theoc- 
ritus (in this sequence): I, V, VI, IV, VII, III, VII-XIII, XV, XIV, 
II 1-112 (the rest being lost). They are written by two scribes. Folios 
6'-13* (down to the end of the page, through Theocr. XV 4) are written 
by the main scribe of the Laur. 32, 2 — with the same layout in the Paris 
folios as in his folios in the Laur. 32, 2. From the top of fol. 13" on, the 
text is written by another scribe who shows a script style of about 1300 A.D. 
The paper of the Paris folios has almost the same size as the Laur. 32, 2 
(the slight difference resulted from the trimming of both volumes in 
binding). Moreover, the Paris paper shows (according to Gallavotti) water- 
marks Nos. 7478--80 and 16014 (Briquet), and this agrees with the water- 
marks Nos. 7478 and 16014 identified, among others, also in the Laur. 
32, 2 (see above). This corroborates, through the identity of paper stock, 
that the Paris folios stem from the original state of Laur. 32, 2. 'The Paris 
folio 13" carries in the lower margin center a quire signature uw. The Paris 
leaves seem to be disconnected, with folds pasted to the inner edge of the 
binding, so that I doubt whether composition of quires can be discerned 
now. At any rate, we can relate that quire signature to the situation in 
the Laur. 32, 2. The conclusion of the preserved Hesiod part of the Laur. 
32, 2 carries there on fol. 66" the signature 0 for a gathering now preserved 
in the form of two disconnected leaves 66 and 67. The Euripidean part begins 
on fol. 68" with the quire signature cy. This means that gatherings v ta, «8 
are missing from the Laurentian ms. It is quite possible that the rest of 
the gathering 0 was left unfilled (or the remaining blank leaves were cut 
away) after the conclusion of Hesiod O.D., unless Theogony was added. 
The seven Paris folios 6-12, preceding the quire a, obviously belong to 
the quire «, of which the first leaf (possibly containing some preliminary 
matter) was lost. We may also suppose that, after Hesiod O. D., the six 
remaining leaves of the quire 0 and the first leaf of the quire « were 
filled, e.g., by Hesiod, Theogony. Whereupon Theocritus followed, begin- 
ning with the present Paris folio 6". We have to assume that the scribe 
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who continued the Theocritus text in the Paris folios 13"-15" (he is then 
the third scribe of the original Laur. 32, 2 — in addition to the main scribe 
and to Nicolaus Triclinius) did his work in the same period and filled the 
rest of the quire ta, which followed folio 15, and possibly the lost gathering 
.8. We do not know how many more poems the Theocritus text, now repre- 
sented partially by the Paris leaves, carried originally, and what else, beside 
Theocritus, may or may not have been included in the lost folios. It is also 
possible that only a part of the lost gathering «9 was filled with Theocritus 
text and the remaining folios of that quire were cut out.*?' Did the ms. L, 
at the time when Simon Atumanus owned it, still include the Theocritus 
part? We cannot solve this question. It may be of interest to note that 
Simon knew the Doric dialect very well, for in his Bible translation he used 
the Dorie dialect to render Chaldean passages (cf. Delitzsch in: Graecus 
Venetus ed. Gebhardt, Preface pp. 1x f.). He must have learned Doric by 
studying Theocritus. Of course, this consideration is not a cogent proof of 
the presence of the Theocritus part in L at the time of its being in Simon's 
possession, for he may have owned and studied another ms. of "Theocritus. 

We proceed with the description of L. 'This is a detailed analysis of the 
Euripidean part of the Laurentianus 32, 2: 


Fol. 687-75" and 84° Euripides, Supplices preceded by a short argument ?'* 
7 pèv oxnvy krÀ., Written in a careful writing similar to that of the other 
scribe of L, but different from it. The Supplices is separated from its ending 
by the wrong insertion of the quire containing Bacchae between fol. 75 and 
84. The Supplices is, therefore, distributed thus: fol. 68'-75" Suppl. 1- 
1187, and on fol. 84" Suppl. 1188-1234. The quaternion containing the 
Bacchae is a quire written by the main scribe and consisting of folios 76—83, 
which were inserted in binding in a wrong place, between fol. 75 and 
84, i.e., between Suppl. 1187 and 1188. To judge from Greek signatures 


313a Gallavotti, Theocritus p. 253, asserts that the Paris 2722 is a copy of the 
Laur. 32, 37. While the two Theocritus mss., Laur. 32, 37 and Paris 2722, agree 
quite closely — cf. Theocr. I 59 (ed. Gallavotti) rw om. Laur. 32, 37 and m.pr. Paris 
2722 — and both carry the “ Laurentian” text of Theocritus, yet there are many 
discrepancies between them (I compared, in some portions, readings of Paris 2722 
with those of Laur. 32, 37) so that I should rather assume only a close kinship of 
these mss. For significant differences between the two mss., cf.: Theocr. I 55 
wepixlwrerac Laur. 32, 37 wrongly: wepewéwrarac Paris 2722 correctly; Theocr. I 07 
xoà Laur. 32, 37 wrongly: cada Paris 2722 correctly; Theocr. V 38 roc] xal vulgo 
codd.: om. Laur. 32, 37: xai Paris 2722. It is impossible to speculate whether the 
Paris Theocritus originally carried exactly the same poems as they appear in the 
Laur. 32, 37. The readings of Paris 2722 &re occasionally recorded in the Theocritus 
edition of Ahrens, with the symbol C (cf. Ahrens, Bucolicorum graecorum Theocriti 
Bionis Moschi reliquiae I [1855] p. XXXVII). 

214 Arguments to unannotated plays are printed, with manuscript evidence, in 
Murray and Prinz-Wecklein. 
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written — as it seems, by Triclinius — in the lower center of initial rectos 
of gatherings, Bacchae originally was bound after Helena. At some later 
time, when the volume was being rebound, some hand marked signatures 
in Arabic figures in lower right-hand margins on initial rectos of gatherings 
of different kind, after the volume had been taken apart. It was on that 
later occasion that the Bacchae got into the wrong place. Obviously, the 
v' Bacchae was started by the scribe on a separate quaternion, which is nothing 
unusual, especially in view of the fact that a copying assignment was given 
to the alternate scribe and that starting some sections from the beginning 
of a quaternion insured some freedom in the eventual arrangement of the 
sequence of plays for the binding of the volume.?!5 The reappearance of a 
watermark from the Bacchae quire in the section of the other scribe (cf. 
above, p. 229) confirms that the work on the ms. was being done as one 
project at the same time in the same place, with some sheets of paper of 
identical manufacture being used by both scribes. Nothing, however, indi- 
cates that the Bacchae was taken from a different source or that its origina- 
tion was, in any respect, a process different from that of the other plays. 
In the Bacchae quire, folios 76'-81* (the rest of the quire fol. 81"—83" being 
blank) contain Bacchae 1-755, headlined + ebperibov sevOeis + ?!* and pre- 
ceded by an index personarum. Bacchae ends in line 755 at the end of fol. 
81". Another hand (perhaps that of Triclinius) wrote in the margin Aeir (e). 
It is clear that the incompleteness of Bacchae in L is due to the fact that 
the scribe for some reason stopped transcribing the play, and nothing at all 
indicates that his source was damaged. The scribe filled the whole final 
page 81" normally down to the end. There are 33 lines to a column on this 
page 81', while the facing page 80Y has 34 lines to a column. Everything 
points to the fact that the scribe stopped writing on finishing the page 81' 
and for some reason did not continue copying the Bacchae beyond that page. 
I stress this quite emphatically in order to remove the idea of a damaged 
source, because I' consider the ms. P, which has a complete text of the 
Bacchae, a gemellus of L, drawing its text from the same common source. 
The rest of the Bacchae quire is blank. I have already mentioned above that 
fol. 84° contains the conclusion of the Supplices, lines 1188-1234. These 
are the further contents of the ms.: fol. 84° arg. to Cycl.; 84'-89* Cyclops; 
89r argument to Heraclidae written by the hand of Demetrius Triclinius; 
89'-96" Heraclidae; 96% arg. to Herc. Fur.; 96'—105* Hercules Furens; 
106'-117' Helena; 117*—118" blank. Hereafter comes the section written 
by the other scribe, Nicolaus Triclinius: fol. 119* arg. to Rhes. p. 325.4—12 


315 Cf, Spranger, Studi Italiani N.S. 10 (1932) pp. 317 ff. 

21° There was in ancient times an alternate title of this play. E.g., Stobaeus quoted 
Bacchae sometimes as Báxya« and sometimes as IIev6eUs: cf., e.g., Stob. 3.36.9 (III 
p. 692.5 W.-H.), 4.4.2 (IV p. 185.1 W.-H.), 4.23.8 (IV p. 573.14 W.-H.). 
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Schwartz,?!” index personarum, arg. p. 324.7-325.3 Schwartz; fol. 1197-1257 
Rhesus, with occasional short notes mostly based on old scholia (printed in 
Schwartz pp. 326-343 under the text, with the symbol C, as Notae codicis 
C) ; 125° arg. to Jon; 125"-133" Ion (1-1423), 136r" Ion (1424—1582), 
134" Ion (1583-1622). It seems that in a later binding two sheets of a 
binion were folded separately and transposed, the original sequence in the 
binion being fol. 136, 134, 135, 137. Then, fol. 134" arg. to Iph. Taur.; 
134"—135" Iphigenia Taurtca (1-271) ; 1377-1447 Iphigenia Taurica (272- 
end); 144"-154' Iphigenia Aulidensis, preceded by an index personarum ; 
154"—156" blank, ending the section of the other scribe. Then the hand- 
writing of the main scribe comes back: fol. 1577-166" Hippolytus, head- 
lined by L! + EupuriSov Paipa .?!* Above this headline on fol. 1577, Tri- 
clinius wrote + eperi[8(ov) ] éroAvr[os] orepamgpóp[os] : - and also added, 
in the margin, an index personarum. Fol. 166"—176" Medea; 176", after 
the end of the Medea, Triclinius wrote the argument to Medea (pp. 137- 
138.7 Schwartz) ; on the same folio, Triclinius then wrote the argument 
to Alcestis (p. 214.2-11 Schw.) and an index personarum, with the head- 
line troGeots dAxynoridos, Sixaudpyov; 1777-188Y Alcestts; 184" argument to 
Andromache (pp. 245—246.6 Schw.) and index personarum, written by some 
revisor of that time (the same one who wrote on fol. 68' the notice to 
Supplices 1j pèv oxnvy krA., and on fol. 177r the scholium on Alc. 12 p. 217.26- 
27 Schwartz) ; the handwriting of the argument resembles the writing style 
of Demetrius Triclinius, but is not identical. Then, by the main scribe, 
fol. 1847-191” Andromache; 1927-200" Electra; 2017-209" Hecuba; 209v— 
220Y Orestes, headlined + Evpiridov 'HAékrpa + (as in the Thoman recen- 
sion — cf. above, p..172) ; 221—232" Phoentssae. On fol. 232r, the hand of 
the main scribe wrote réAos rov trav dowwoaov Spaparos evpiridov. Then, 
Demetrius Triclinius wrote beneath: + eieiv évrav0a Spdpara ebprmidov, ty’: 
(and, in a more careless writing, he added, probably later) Aeím(e«) xai rd 
TOv Tpwadwy. 

There are throughout the ms. signatures of gatherings, marked in Greek 
numerals in the center of the lower margin in the initial rectos of the 
gatherings. These Greek signatures, on the whole covering groups of 8 
folios (— 16 pages) each, were added by Demetrius Triclinius whose role 
in the revision of the ms. will be amply illustrated in the further analysis. 
The Triclinian script of those Greek signatures in L can be easily confirmed 


217 This is the argument by Aristophanes of Byzantium with another section 
added — but without the other argument p. 323—324.6 Schwartz which is exhibited 
in VQ and paralleled by the argument to Rhesus in Pap. Soc. Ital. 1286 (cf. below, 
pp. 289 f., 296 ff.). 

218 For the alternate title Phaedra of the Hippolytus play, cf. Cramer, Anecdota 
Paris. III p. 218.11; Eustath. Jl. p. 633.21 (a reference to Hippol. 1254). 
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by a comparison with the signatures in the Triclinian Hesiod ms. Venice 
464.?!? This means that Triclinius was perhaps supervising the completion 
of the volume or at least arranging the sequence of gatherings for the 
binding. At some later time, after the initial folio with the notes of Simon 
Atumanus was added and after a part of the ms. between the present folios 
67 and 68 was lost, the volume was to be rebound. 'Then the gatherings 
were taken apart, some of them were damaged alongside the fold and became 
loose. Consequently, some confusion resulted in the arrangement of gather- 
ings (or even of sheets) for the new binding, for which the intended succes- 
sion of units was marked by Arabie signatures in the lower right-hand 
corners of the rectos in question (these older figures to be distinguished 
from the modern folio numbers in a nearby position). A good survey of 
the above Greek signatures was made, for the Euripidean part of the ms., 
by Mason, Classical Quarterly N.S. 4 (1954) p. 58. 

These are in Laur. 32, 2 the Triclinian Greek signatures throughout the 
volume: fol. 2" probably [a] was cut off in the lower edge, 10° 8, 18" y, 267 8, 
34" e, 427 c, 50r £, 587 s, 66" 0, 68" (beginning of the Euripidean part by the 
main scribe) cy, 76* (the Bacchae quire) 10, 84r 48, 92" ue, 1007 c, 108" ef, 
116": (covered by a blot), (1197 begins the section written by Nicolaus 
Triclinius ; the signature x was probably on the lost folio preceding fol. 119; 
the gathering originally extended from a leaf preceding fol. 119 through 
fol. 125; after that leaf — perhaps it was a blank leaf reserved for some 
preliminary matter — was cut out, the present gathering « must be presumed 
to extend from fol. 119 through fol. 125), 126" xa, 136r x8 (for the gather- 
ing of fol. 136, 134, 135, 137, 138-141), 142" xy, 150° x6, 157° (here begins 
again a section by the main scribe) xe, 165" xg, 173'«(, 181" xw, 189° «6, 
1977 A, 205 € Aa, 2137 AB, 221" Ay, 229" A8, 233" (beginning of the Aeschylean 
part) A[e], 241" Ag, 249'AJ[. The succession of signatures shows that 
gatherings 1, «a, «8 between the Hesiod section and the Euripides section 
are missing in L. We have found parts of the gatherings « and «a in the 
Theocritus folios of the Paris grec 2722 (see above). 

On the whole, gatherings of L were computed by Demetrius Triclinius 
as groups of 8 leaves (— 16 pages), without regard for the actual make-up 
of such a group. Even if we cannot now examine the composition of 
gatherings in L, the case of the group xf, affected later by a transposition 
of its parts as indicated above, reveals that sheets were being arranged also 
in binions, not only in quaternions. Some of the gatherings as bound now 
in L are incomplete groups of less than 8 leaves: 6 folios 66—67 (Hesiod 


31* In Venice 464 (cf. above, p. 26 note 43), Triclinius marked signatures twice 
in each gathering: once in the left edge of the lower margin of the initial recto, 
and then again he marked the same signature in the right edge of the lower margin 
of the final verso. 
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O. D. is concluded on fol. 67", the rest of the gathering was either cut out 
or lost along with the following gatherings); m folios 116-118 (Helena 
ends on fol. 1177, at the conclusion of the first section by the main scribe, 
as the volume is bound now; 117*—118"Y are blank; as it seems, the last folio 
of a binion, folio [118 bis], was cut out); [x] folios 119-125 (the section 
by Nicolaus Triclinius begins; in this gathering, its first folio [118 ter], 
preceding fol. 119, is lost); «8 folios 150-156 (the section of Nicolaus 
Triclinius ends on fol. 154r; 154v-156" are blank; the last blank leaf fol- 
lowing fol. 156 was probably cut out); A5 folios 229-232 (Euripides ends 
on fol. 2327) ; A£ folios 249-252 (this is probably a binion ; the volume, in 
its present state, ends on fol. 252” with Aeschylus, Pers. 922; the rest was 
lost). 

There are some interesting elements involved in those Greek signatures. 
Fol. 66" carries the signature 0; it is the gathering of fol. 66 and 67, with 
Hesiod O. D. ending on fol. 67v. Then, fol. 68" being the initial folio of 
the Euripidean part carries the Triclinian signature cy. On the rest of the 
gathering 0 and the gatherings ¢, ua, (8 : cf. above, p. 234. We cannot speculate 
with reasonable certainty what were the contents of the missing gatherings 
beyond Theocritus. At any rate, there could not be anything by Euripides, 
e.g., the Troades which is missing in L (but extant in P). We have to bear 
in mind that Demetrius Triclinius who wrote the signatures and, conse- 
quently, had before his eyes those gatherings that now are missing in L 
stated explicitly in his note on fol. 232° that there were in this ms. 18 plays 
of Euripides without the Troades. And the same Demetrius Triclinius 
marked consecutive play numbers (cf. below) from a through m (without 
any indication of a Euripidean play that would have been lost in that now 
missing portion of L). 

I mentioned above that the signature of the Bacchae quire (fol. 767.0) 
shows that Demetrius Triclinius intended it to be bound after the Helena, 
the final gathering of which is marked (on fol. 116") m (in a blot). 

In the Euripidean section written by Nicolaus Triclinius, fol. 119"-154' 
(fol. 154*—-156" are blank), there are also some previous Greek signatures 
written, as it seems, by Nicolaus Triclinius, evidently prior to Demetrius 
Triclinius’ signatures and deleted most probably by Demetrius Triclinius. 
They were written in Greek numerals on the left side of the lower edges of 
the pertinent rectos. They are these: 126" .8, 136" (the composition of the 
gathering is indicated above) cy, 142° (8, 150° v. There is something puz- 
zling in these deleted signatures. The section fol. 119—156 carries for its 
9nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5'^ gatherings those earlier signatures i, cy, d, we. 
Obviously, its first gathering (beginning with Ehesus) was meant to carry 
the signature «a; it was probably on the lost folio preceding fol. 119. 
Perhaps Nicolaus Triclinius thought that his section would come first in 
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the Euripidean part of the volume and he indicated its intended place in 
the volume by marking signatures beginning with [wa]. This would pre- 
suppose that the last gathering of the preceding material (among the 
gatherings missing now) was to him. This certainly was not so, because 
we have, e.g., among the Paris folios of Theocritus the signature «a pre- 
served. To be sure, the Paris signature belongs to the somewhat later signa- 
tures of Demetrivs Triclinius, and strictly speaking we have no absolute 
certainty that Nicolaus Triclinius placed the Theocritus part before his 
Euripidean section in his intended arrangement. This consideration has 
some bearing on our evaluation of Nicolaus’ signatures. But probably Theoc- 
ritus was kept after Hesiod in the arrangement of Nicolaus. Since Deme- 
irius Triclinius began the series of his valid signatures in the Euripidean 
part with cy, this would mean that the last gathering of the preceding 
material that he saw was in his computation ig. Possibly, Nicolaus Triclinius 
who wrote those tentative earlier signatures computed the gatherings of the 
preceding material differently (perhaps because of the conceivable incom- 
pleteness of some gatherings, especially of the gathering 0), or he may have 
made a mistake in the computation of the preceding gatherings that did 
not yet carry any signatures. At any rate, those earlier signatures were 
canceled, and Demetrius Triclinius superseded them by his own arrange- 
ment of gatherings and his marking of signatures throughout the entire 
volume, obviously for the purpose of its first binding. 

Opposite the beginnings of Euripidean plays in L, Demetrius Triclinius 
added Greek numerals to indicate their sequence as postulated by him. He 
gave some thought to the problem, because some of those numerals show 
traces of correction. We have to realize that the source of L (being also the 
common source of P) was either bound in a few separate volumes or taken 
apart into larger sections for the purpose of copying by L, after which those 
sections of the source were bound with a possible rearrangement of sections. 
The binding of sections in L probably was also arranged in a way different 
from the original sequence of sections in that source. However, a compari- 
son with the sequence of plays in P shows some identical groups or blocks 
of identical sequence in both mss. L and P (cf. Mason, Classical Quarterly 
N.S. 4 [1954] pp. 59 f.), although in general the sequences of L and P are 
different. Possibly the common source at the time of being copied by P was 
bound differently. 'The testimony of Triclinius may have some value inas- 
much as his postulated sequence of the annotated plays shows agreement 
with the known medieval tradition. This is the sequence of plays as postu- 
lated by Triclinius and manifested by the Greek numerals added by him — 
I quote the titles in Greek to point to the possible trend toward alphabetic 
arrangement in the unannotated plays: ‘ExdBy a’, 'Opéorgs (“ 'HAékrpa ”) 
B', Poivmeca y, "ImróAvros (“ aipa ") 8, My&ea e ex corr., "AAxgoris S, 
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*AvSpoudyn CU, Pocos y (ex B corr.), Báxxa (“ IIeyfevs ") 6 ex corr., 'EAévg v, 
"HAékrpa ta’, ‘Hpaxdijs (8^, 'HpaxAeióat ty’, KixAwy 18’ ex corr., "Iwy ue’, "Ixéries 
(G^, "Idcyéveia 7) èv Tavpos if’, Ipiyevera 5 èv AUM& wj. Obviously, the sequence 
postulated by Triclinius arranged first the annotated plays, then the unan- 
notated plays. For the annotated plays, the succession Hecuba, Orestes, 
Phoenissae, Hippolytus, Medea, Alcestis, Andromache, is that of the ms. B; 
Rhesus is at the end in the ms. V. So far then, Triclinius puts at the 
beginning the annotated plays and follows the general vulgate or, to say it 
more precisely, the order of B+ V. For Bacchae, Wilamowitz (Einleitung 
in die attische Tragódie p. 207) formulated a supposition that it had origi- 
nally belonged to the annotated selection. He thought that, considering its 
preservation without scholia, Bacchae actually belonged in the middle, as it 
could be assigned either to the annotated or to the unannotated plays. 
Wilamowitz did not know that the play numbers stemmed from Triclinius. P 
And for Triclinius, Bacchae certainly was an unannotated play. He must 
have known that the proper title of the play was not IIevOeis (as it was in 
L), but rather Báxxa« (as the play was referred to, e.g., in the old scholia 
on Euripides: cf. the index in Schwartz, Schol. Eur. II p. 383). Most 
probably, Baxya: was recorded as an alternate title in the source of L (it is 
Báxxav in P). Triclinius, in his apparent desire to indicate some kind of 
alphabetic order in the unannotated plays, marked the Bacchae as the first 
play in that series. 


For the unannotated plays, it is obvious that they stem from some col- 
lection with titles alphabetically arranged. Triclinius himself shows a 
certain trend toward an alphabetic arrangement of the above unannotated 
plays, but he is not entirely consistent and we do not know what basis 
Triclinius could have for arranging the sequence which he indicated.??? 


330 Cf. Bruno Snell, “ Zwei Töpfe mit Euripides-Papyri,” Hermes 70 (1935) pp. 
119 f. Snell thinks about an ancient edition of Euripides plays, arranged in papyrus 
rolls, each roll containing five plays in alphabetical sequence (though the alpha- 
betic order was not too strict). He assumes that 9 unannotated plays in L go 
ultimately back to two of such rolls. Here, I do not discuss the alphabetic or other 
sequence of Euripidean plays in ancient editions, lists of play titles, etc. For this 
question, cf.: Inscriptiones Graecae II? 2363 (— Inscr. Gr. II 992); Inscr. Gr. XIV 
1152; Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea pp. 137 ff.; Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die 
attische Tragódie p. 150; Denys L. Page, Actors’ Interpolations in Greek Tragedy 
(Oxford, 1934) pp. 3ff.; Carl Wendel, Die griechisch-rómische Buchbeschreibung 
verglichen mit der: des Vorderen Orients (Hallische Monographien herausgegeben 
von Otto Eissfeldt. Nr. 3. Halle (Saale), 1949) pp. 44f.; B. Hemmerdinger, Studi 
Italiani di filologia classica N.S. 24 (1950) pp. 86-88; Carlo Gallavotti, Pubblica- 
zioni della Società Italiana per la ricerca dei Papiri greci e latini in Egitto. Papiri 
greci e latini vol. XII fasc. II (Firenze, 1951) p. 191, on Pap. Soc. Ital. 1286 (from 
an ancient collection of arguments to Euripidean plays, in alphabetic order) ; Galla- 
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It seems, however, very interesting that in the two gemelli L and P (for 
I do consider them to be gemelli) there are, e.g., these concurrent sequences 
in blocks of plays (for P, cf. below, pp. 258 ff., 261 f.) : 


Rhesus, Ion, Iphigenia Taurica, Iphigenia Aulidensis ; 
Cyclops, Heraclidae, Hercules Furens, Helena; 
Electra, Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae. 


And it is highly interesting that in P the second and the third blocks form 
one continuous succession. Also it seems noteworthy that the first block in 
L is that separate section written by the other scribe, Nicolaus Triclinius. 
The fact that three blocks, each of 4 plays, appear in the two mss. L and P 
in the same sequences of plays certainly points to the presence of the same 
blocks in the common source of L and P. And since the sequence of plays 
indicated by Demetrius Triclinius for the plays of those blocks conflicts 
with the sequence of plays which we can surmise for the same blocks in the 
source of LP, it is obvious that Triclinius established his sequence not on 
the basis of that source, but on the basis of his own ideas. Consequently, 
no special authority should be attached to those Triclinian numbers. I 
should also like to add that in the above common blocks of LP, in the first 
and the third block, annotated plays mingle with unannotated ones. Even 
in that respect the source of LP probably was not careful to arrange the 
two groups separately. 

The ms. L was corrected in its respective sections by their original scribes. 
Then Triclinius made a fundamental revision of the text, especially in the 
lyrics, and added some glosses and notes. Throughout the ms. there are 
very rare notes by the original scribes of the ms., then many metrical and 
explanatory notes by Triclinius, and also some notes by Simon Atumanus. 
The explanatory riotes on Rhesus from L are printed in Schwartz II pp. 
326 ff. (as Notae codicis C). The explanatory notes and glosses on the 
unannotated plays are printed in Dindorf IV pp. 215-219, without any 
distinction of the original scribe of the play or Demetrius Triclinius or 
Simon Atumanus.?' Explanatory notes, metrical notes, and corrections by 
Demetrius Triclinius affected all the plays contained in L, with the excep- 


votti, * Nuove hypotheseis di drammi euripidei," Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione 
classica N.S. 11 (1933) pp. 177 ff. 

221 E.g., notes on Helena 570, 575, 627, 654, 662, 686, 961, 1086, 1094 (IV p. 217 
Dind.) are by Simon; those on Hel. 77, 394, 620, 744 (ibidem) are by Demetrius 
Triclinius. In the note on Hel. 866, the words éxideroy rovro 0eio» dé are by Simon, 
while the rest 6eio» Adve: — evéfawroy is by Triclinius. The note on Hel. 1650 (IV 
p. 218.1 Dind.) is by the first hand of L. The edition of Dindorf does not give the 
notes completely. E.g., a scholium by Simon on Hel. 1642 is omitted: éx ris rap 
Siooxovpwr wapovolas dalvera: Sri roy épurouavovurra Ovuovpevoy Š dxorvxíap el ph bre 
6(eo) v vavOs [vai] advvarop. 
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tion of the triad, i.e., of Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae. This can be easily 
explained by the fact that Triclinius did his work on the triad in the 
Angelicus 14 (T) — or, to be precise, did that work in its earlier stage — 
at some time prior to his getting interested in the other plays of Euripides 
contained in L. And, at any rate, the triad in L devoid of scholia was con- 
ceivably not considered by him a fit basis for the editorial work of his kind 
that had to be supplied with & concomitant commentary. 


The corrector of L, whom I have identified as Demetrius Triclinius on 
the basis of his handwriting, his metrical knowledge, and the character of 
his metrical notes, is the same corrector who was characterized eloquently 
by Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea p. 7. Wilamowitz (op. cit. pp. 6 and 7) 
stressed that the ms. L was in Florence about the close of the 14t? century. 
He thought that the Florentine part of P (Laur. Conv. Soppr. 172) was 
described from L about that time,??? before L was affected by its interpolator. 
Wilamowitz placed that interpolator obviously in Italy ? in the 15'^ cen- 
tury and spoke of him in these terms (Analecta Euripidea p. 7): “nam 
grammaticus doctus quidem at doctrinam audacia superans, metricis Byzan- 
tinorum regulis addictus, ut nihil furorem eius in corrumpendis canticis 
aequiperare possit, radendo oblinendo supplendo mutando impudentissime 
per omnes fere fabulas grassatus est." And in 1889 Wilamowitz said about 
him (Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 209) : “ Der corrector war kein 
gescheidter mann, und metrisch namentlich hat er nur gesündigt. dennoch 
hat er im Herakles an 8 stellen kleinigkeiten wirklich berichtigt.” ??* This 
is the corrector symbolized J since Prinz (1877) in all the modern editions 
of Euripides.??5 


It is an ironical paradox of the vicissitudes of scholarly theories that 
Wecklein, who is most responsible for the fallacious theory of the derivation 
of P from L (cf. below, pp. 266 ff.), was by this very theory and its chrono- 
logical implications prevented from recognizing the personal identity of l. 
For if P was considered a late 14'^ century manuscript and if (as Wecklein 


223 Later, Wilamowitz (Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 208 note 174) gave 
up that idea. 

333 Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die att. Trag. p. 208 note 174, explicitly placed that 
corrector in Italy: “nun ist aber C <= now Ly zweimal durcheorrigiert, einmal von 
einem der schreiber (die sich in ihr abgelóst haben), einmal oder mehrmals von 
einem gelehrten in Italien." 

224 An excellent characterization of that corrector was made by J. D. Denniston, 
Euripides Electra edited with introduction and commentary (Oxford, 1939) pp. xri f. 
The dating of that corrector as of the 15% century has persisted up to now and 
appears, e.g., in M. Platnauer, Euripides Iphigenia in Tauris edited with intro- 
duction and commentary (Oxford, 1938) p. [xxi]. 

335 Cf. Rudolfus Prinz, Euripidis Medea (Euripidis fabulae I 1. Lipsiae, 1878) 
p. Vir. 
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thought) P was copied from L before | made his corrections in L, then, 
of course, 1 had to be even later than P, and this conflicted with the chro- 
nology of Triclinius. And yet Wecklein alone among the scholars of the 
past was nearest the truth ??* when he characterized the metrical corrections 
and metrical notes of l. 

This is the proper occasion for me to state that my notation in this study 
with regard to L is different from the common practice of modern editions 
of Euripides. In accordance with my practice, I shall mark Le and L»* if 
a reading written by the original scribe was corrected by the same scribe 
himself or by the scribe of the other Euripidean section of L. Furthermore, 
L? is the original reading in L if it was corrected by a later hand. Ordi- 
narily, a later correction in L would be marked L?. But in this case, 
specifically, that later hand which we believe to be that of Demetrius Tri- 
clinius is marked by me in this book Lt. Thus, as a rule, our Lt corresponds 
to the common symbol I. 

Readers familiar with the basic problem of the relationship of L and P 
and with the current theories concerning this relationship will, no doubt, 
realize at once the implications and the importance of my identification of ! 
as Demetrius Triclinius. Particularly, the resulting dating of | as, let us 
say, about 1320 A.D. (which is conceivably earlier than the date of P)?” 
may, if one strongly believes that P was written later in the 14:5 century, 
virtually upset the theory of Vitelli-Wecklein about the direct derivation 
of P from L prior to the revision by I. I shall deal with this problem in 
the further course of this study, on this basis and on the basis of other 
considerations. 

To recognize Triclinius in the corrector l, it suffices to have a look at the 
argument to Heraclidae on fol. 897: see below, plate XI. Its writing is so 
unmistakably and strikingly that of Demetrius Triclinius (for samples of 
his prose writing, cf. especially plate X) that the identification of its copyist 
becomes positive beyond any doubt. The same Triclinius, above this argu- 
ment, subscribed the text of Cyclops in the margin: réA(os) rov kóxAorro(s). 


220 Cf, N. Wecklein, “ Beiträge zur Kritik des Euripides I," Sitzungsberichte der 
philosophisch-philologischen und der historischen Classe der k. b. Akademie der Wis- 
senschaften zu München, Jahrgang 1895 pp. 518/519: “ Nach der Art, wie er die anti- 
etrophische Responsion durch gleiche Silbenzahl herzustellen versucht, móchte man 
vermuten, dass dieser corrector kein anderer als Demetrios Triklinios war." Also 
cf. Wecklein, Tertkritische Studien zu den griechischen Tragikern (Sitzungsberichte 
der Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-philologische und hi- 
storische Klasse. Jahrgang 1921, 5. Abhandlung. München, 1922) p. 63. 

331 To be sure, the dating of P as of the later part of the 14th century is not en 
absolutely certain thing. We have to keep in mind the possibility of à misjudgment 
in such a late dating of P. For all we know about the relative chronology of writing 
styles, the ms, P could also be written in the first half of the 14% century. 
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After the argument to Heraclidae, he inserted the headline: ebpurióov jpa- 
xAeiSa, and to the line Heraclid. 1 he marked the person ioAaos. On fol. 176", 
there are arguments to Medea and to Alcestis written by Triclinius. On 
fol. 84", Triclinius added the subscription to Supplices: ebpuribov ixérioes, 
and at the end of the argument to Cyclops by L, he added: rà rov 9páparo(s) 
wpócwra: gUqvós. xopós caripwy. ó8voceós. Kixdwy:—, and the headline: 
eipuri8ov xóxAoy, and to Cycl. 1, the person oAnve(s). On fol. 74", Triclinius 
corrected the confused order of words in Suppl. 937 by writing ** above 
the words the numbers £ a 8 ye and repeated in the margin the whole line 
in the correct order: otrw yp’ xov 957a Onceas uvjpa rwde ywpioas. I can quote 
some more Triclinian additions. Cycl. 73 (fol. 81") above oiomoAcis, there 
is a gloss povo(s) ávaorpé by Triclinius. — Cycl. 123 (fol. 85") mów L': 
wop’ Lt and in the margin a note &à rò uérpoy by Lt. — Heraclid. 207 (fol. 
90’) : the genealogy of Pelops (printed in Dindorf IV p. 216) was written 
in the margin by Lt. — A note on Heraclid. 483 (IV p. 217.3 Dind.) rovro 
xai kar’ épwrnow ÓpÜcs« éxa by Lt. — Heraclid. 681 there is, above éorypey, 
a gloss yovv $awópeÜa by Lt. — After Heraclidae, at the end of the play 
(fol. 96v), Triclinius added: + edperiSov jpaxAeióa. The headline of the 
argument to Hercules Furens was (fol. 96V) ebpur(8ov ?paxAzs by L': it was 
changed into ebpuríBov jjpakAéovs vrofeow by Lt. Then Lt headlined the text 
eipur(8ov jpaxAjs and added the mark of the speaking person (Herc. Fur. 1) 
dudirpvwv. — On Herc. Fur. 157 (fol. 97%), a note yóyos ?paxAéovs ùs roórov 
Lt. On Herc. Fur. 163, érawos órA(rov Lt. On Herc. Fur. 190, èx ro évavríov, 
yóyos órAirov Lt. On Herc. Fur. 195 (fol. 98°), érawos rogforov Lt. On Herc. 
Fur. 1270 (fol. 104”), dwapiOunois rov ?pakAéovs dÜAov Lt. — To Herc. Fur. 
1299/1300, there is a variant reading written in the margin by L; above it, 
a note rovro káAXioy by Lt. — At the end of Herc. Fur. (fol. 105%), the colo- 
phon + epuríBov jpaxAns + by Lt. — On Hel. 60 (fol. 1067), a marginal note 
rerpáxoAos wrepiodos by Lt. This is something specifically Triclinian. We find 
the same remark rerpdxwAos vepíoSos, written vertically in the margins and 
pertaining ?**? to Hec. 16-26, in the Triclinian manuscript T (fol. 6-77). 
The syntactic structure of both passages, Hel. 60-63 and Hec. 16-26, is 
strikingly alike (and they begin in the same manner čws uiv oiv «rd. and 
then have ère 8 xrA.). — The scholium on Hel. 866 (fol. 111v: IV p. 217.24— 


228 This was done by Lt — not by L, as recorded by Wecklein for obvious reasons. 
Since P has the correct order and Wecklein presumed P to be a copy of L made after 
corrections of Lre but before Lt, Wecklein had to postulate that £ a y « were marked 
by L. 

229 re- at the beginning was probably written opposite Hec. 16 in T, as it appears 
in its apograph Ta (re- now is illegible in T). The same remark rerpáxwAos weplodos 
was written by Demetrius Triclinius vertically in the margin in his autographic ms. 
Copenhagen 3549 (Zc), fol. 66r, in reference to Orest. 490—500. 
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26 Dind.) 6&ov Aéye — evearrov by Lt was already mentioned above (p. 242 
note 221). — The scholium on Iph. Taur. 303 (fol. 1377: IV p. 216.2—4 
Dind.) was written possibly by L'. — On Iph. Aul. 317 (fol. 1467), Tri- 
clinius wrote a usual metrical note, to which he added a comment: rpoxaixo: : 
Sia rò perà Spopov efeAOciv rov dyapéuvova.?? — The Hippolytus has (on fol. 
1577) the original headline + EvpiriSov aipa + by L: but above it, as 
I already said, Triclinius added the headline: + ebperi[8(ov) ] émxoAvr[os] 
orepavndop[os] Lt. Then he made a note in the margin: 8papa 5'. + rà rov 
Ópáparos mpoowra: adpodir(n). irmoAvro(s). xopo(s). Oepaxrwy. rpodós paidpas. 
$aíbp(a). dyyeAo(s). Onaeis. érep[os] àyyeAo(s). dpreys Lt. — The headline 
of the Medea (fol. 166") was changed from + ebpuróóov prdea L? into 
+ ebpiridoy pydelas robots: Cire eis r(0) réA(os) rov Spdparos by Lt (indeed, 
Lt added the argument on fol. 176": cf. above, p. 245). On the same fol. 
166", Lt added (after the index personarum) the headline + edperidou pyc. — 
On the arguments to Medea and Alcestts by Lt on fol. 176", cf. above, p. 245. — 
On Alc. 500 (fol. 1807), there is a scholium by Triclinius xpos Svoxepeav. 
Ta yàp vj»Aà Svoxepy Lt.— On Alc. 851 (fol. 1827), a note séAavov wy rw 
pvow rov aiparos by Lt (based on an old scholium: cf. II p. 236.14 Schwartz). — 
There are by Lt marginal remarks like dpa (fol. 69" and elsewhere), ùp (ai) ov 
(fol. 73" and elsewhere), or o7(peiwoat). 


Triclinius’ revision and critical and editorial work on the 15 plays of 
Euripides in L (with the exception of the triad) had considerable extent. 
Apart from the fact that the texts of the two sections (by the main scribe 
and by the other scribe) were corrected by their original scribes respectively, 
Triclinius compared the text of the 15 plays with the immediate source of L. 
He added from it some missing arguments, e.g., to Heraclidae (fol. 897). 
In unannotated plays, he obviously must have had that source of L at his 
disposal if he was able to fill in some omissions: e.g.,??! Bacch. 525 1a8’ 
avaBonoas add. Lt (in the characteristic hand of Triclinius), om. L*: rad 
dvaflodcas P. Also Bacch. 552 èv ápíAAaww avdyxas om. L': add. Lt (habet 
P). Also cf. Cycl. 456 áro£ivas L}: efarogivas L*P. This is a very important 
element in our visualizing the situation at that time. For this means that 
the source from which L was copied was at Triclinius’ disposal. Conse- 
quently, Triclinius worked in the same scriptorium in which the copying 


33? Tt reminds us of a scholium by Triclinius on Orest. 1506 (T fol. 97*: Dindorf 
II p. 26.22): elxérws 3@ rø rpoxaixo kéxpmra« uérpe xpd» rò» ToU ‘Opécrov Spdpyor. Cf. 
schol. Tricl. III p. 19.1 ff. Dindorf. 

231 Wecklein in his apparatus made incorrect notes on both cases in Bacchae in 
the following way: Bacch. 525 “148° dvaBoácas L, 148° draßońsas P”; 552 (with 
regard to the whole colon év áu(AAausiw dvá*yxas) Wecklein said “ postmodum addidit 
L," obviously meaning that the addition had been made by the original scribe — this 
is not true. 
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of L was done, and perhaps a relatively short time interval separated Tri- 
clinius work on L from the moment L came into being. At any rate, it 
must have been in Thessalonica that L came into existence, in the center 
where Thomas and Triclinius were active. And Thoman texts were easily 
accessible to the main copyist of L, and even the triad of L in the source of 
L was heavily interpolated with Thoman readings, as we shall see in the 
further course of our study (cf. below, pp. 299 f.). I may also remind the 
reader that the other scribe of L was Nicolaus Triclinius, evidently a relative 
and a collaborator or amanuensis of Demetrius Triclinius, because his hand- 
writing reappears in some parts of the metrical ms. Venice 483 on which 
Demetrius Triclinius did some editorial work (cf. above, p. 231). 

For the annotated plays, Demetrius Triclinius used even another source 
for his revision. E.g., Hippol. 1356 om. LP: Booxnpa xepóc add. Lt (the 
omission in L? and P proves that this was due to an omission in the common 
source of LP — consequently, Triclinius added the missing words from 
another ms.). The same goes for Hippol. 1464 Saxpvov om. L'P: add. Lt. 
He corrected the confused order of words in Suppl. 937 (cf. above, p. 245) — 
to be sure, he could do it by himself. He added glosses, e.g., Hel. 394 
Stopioa] gloss dyayeiv Lt; Herc. Fur. 1259 xpoorpomaos] gloss pepacpeévos Lt. 
Occasionally, he suggested other readings (probably invented by himself), 
e.g.: Suppl. 1112 rów L: yp. wddw Lt; Hel. 829 Ad0pa & dpov L: AáÓpa 
8 ôpoŭ L?*: yp. p’ ovdapnov Lt (scil. AdOp’ ot6auov). Or he would simply change 
the text trying to improve on it, e.g.: Heraclid. 116 xpos rovrov dyov 
dpa rovde tov Aóyov L!: Triclinius changed it (obviously, metri causa) 
into xpos róvÓ' aywy tis dpa rovde rov Aóyov Lt. He pointed out prosodical 
features by remarks like owifyors, e.g., to Suppl. 202 Oedv, 230 pdvrewv, 697 
05oévs y’. He would mark the correption of a long vowel or diphthong with 
the word xou written above, e.g.: to Alc. 1108 rowis (above -oc-) ; Hel. 8 
yías L! yvías Lt (above -w-) ; Rhes. 738 vrpowev (above -o-) ; Rhes. 825 ère 
dypvrvoy (above -&) ; Hel. 857 ot éyw (above ot).?3** He often corrected the 
full writing if elision or crasis was required, e.g.: Suppl. 408 xai 6 L! y'à 
Lt (also P) ; 678 xai oi L? x'oi Lt (also P); 684 xai où L? x'ob Lt (xod P).7*? 


232 It is worthwhile to observe that the case Hel. 857 of é¢yw parallels an analogous 
case Hec. 438 of éyw which in the autograph of Triclinius in Tt appears with the 
special mark of éyó. On this Triclinian mark for the shortened xoh, cf. Fraenkel, 
Aeschylus Agamemnon I pp. 19f. Now, it is interesting that in his rudimentary 
work in L Triclinius does not use the mark, but instead applies the word xoh. 
The same situation prevails in the Aeschylus ms, F (Laur. 31, 8) in Aesch, Agam. 
and Eumen. Fraenkel, op. cit. p. 20, used this fact of the use of xou) for the shortened 
syllable and the lack of symbol L in F as an argument against the proto-Triclinian 
character of the pertinent part of the Aeschylean F. Yet, the practice of Triclinius 
in the Euripidean L upsets the validity of that argument of Fraenkel. 

233 [t seems that L? was less careful in that respect than the common source of 
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He used the remark ávri peas (for a double-short corresponding to a long) 
very often in the lyrics, e.g.: Bacch. 398 ueyáAa (above peya-). Occasionally, 
he would mark the beginning and the end of a verse (if it was drawn apart 
or separated by a change of person) by dpx(7) and réA (os), e.g., Cycl. 516, 
Cycl. 683-686. 

Triclinius’ metrical interest is shown in his marginal notes listing the 
names of rhythms or meters or verses in the text section referred to. E.g., 
in the Supplices, there are these marginal notes: Suppl. 1 iapBxot, 42 iwnxa 
xai yoptapBixad kai ia Bina kai rpoxaikà xai ávaxaua rud. (cf. below), 87 iapBrxot, 
971 SaxrvArcoi édperpor, 286 iauBucol, 365 iaufJixoi xai yopiap Bicol, 381 iau fiuot, 
598 yoprapBuxd xai iapfixà, 634b tapBuxot, 778 xopapßıxà:  Tpoxaikà rai 
lapBixd, 837 iapBixol, 918 xopap Quà kai iapBexd, 925 iapBexot, 955 xopiau Bua : 
&ovà avaracrud, 1009 iapBuot y’, 1012 dyriomacrud xopiaußıxà tpoyatxa, 
1031 tapBixot, 1114 dvawacorixd, 1124 iapßıx (à) xai yoprapBixa, 1163 iapBixot, 
1232 dvawaiorud y’. It has to be stressed that in many cases the definition 
of the rhythms in question was made on two occasions so that to one term 
another one or more were added later; this is revealed by a difference in 
ink and the ductus of letters. E.g., on Suppl. 42-86 (fol. 68", see above) 
he made at first a remark iwvxà xai yopranBud, to which he added later 
kai iapBiuad kai rpoxaikà xai avaraorixad. Of course, this simply proves that 
those metrical questions were on the mind of Triclinius over some period 
of time and that he occasionally elaborated a metrical explanation as an 
afterthought. While the indications of rhythms made by Triclinius in 
marginal notes seem to be somewhat sketchy and inchoate, probably they 


were regarded by him to be sufficient as a basis for a contemplated later 
elaboration. 


But the most important contribution of Triclinius to the metrical analy- 
sis and concomitant textual criticism in Euripides is his intense metrical 
study of the strophic and colometric composition of the lyrics — the results 
of that study and. analysis were indicated everywhere in his notes on the 
lyrics. That study was evidently accompanied by a careful analysis of 


LP, to judge from P. Incidentally, a case like Med. 1283 can be easily explained: 
yuracay dy BAV!, yuracx]wy | ] Pap. Strasbourg WG 305 + 306 (cf. Naphtali Lewis, 
Etudes de papyrologie 3 [1936] p. 59) : yuvaixa ér L! (as it seems), also V*1: yuvaix’ 
é» LtP, Pap. Harris 38 (cf. J. Enoch Powell, The Rendel Harris Papyri of Wood- 
brooke College, Birmingham [Cambridge, 1936] p. 24). This would mean that 
actually yvvaix’ ¿v was the reading of the common source of LP coinciding with the 
reading of Pap. Harris 38 — an agreement of some consequence for the evaluation 
of the tradition LP. Cf. Bruno Snell, Euripides Alerandros und andere Strassburger 
Papyri pp. 75 f. — On some coincidences between Pap. Strasbourg WG 306 and LP 
(Med. 1099 dpw BAV!: écopo LPV*, Pap. Strasbourg WG 306), cf. Lewis, Études 
de papyrologie 3 (1936) p. 75; Snell, op. cit. p. 71; cf. below, p. 284. — Incidentally, 
it seems that the later corrector of V (V?) may have known the text tradition LP. 
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antistrophic responsions which prompted Triclinius to make many inter- 
polations to have the antistrophic elements agree strictly in accordance 
with what he thought to be metrically required. 

It would be impossible to quote the countless examples of Triclinius’ 
treatment of the lyrics. Readers interested in this question can, of course, 
look up the L facsimile by Spranger and they will easily get a good idea 
of Triclinius’ work on the lyrics. Suffice it to point out a rather simple 
example of his analysis of strophic stanzas. 'The lyrical section Heraclid. 
353—380 appears in L on fol. 91%. In the margin, a typical metrical note 
SAYS: yopiapBixa: ievikà* åvrıoraorwxà varata’ laud. To line 353, 
orpo(dy) is prefixed; 362 dvr(t)otpo(d7y) ; 371 éroB(ós). The initials of 
the strophe, antistrophe, and epode are changed into larger initials pro- 
jected to the left. That was done by Triclinius everywhere in the text of 
the plays with regard to the beginnings of text sections — we have observed 
it already in the ms. T. In some cases, the strophical analysis by Triclinius 
is correct, sometimes it is wrong. But, on the whole, we should consider 
Triclinius’ analysis of the strophic composition in L a valuable contribu- 
tion, and we should realize that philology of the past, owing to the influence 
of L and apographs of L, greatly benefited from these results of the metrical 
research of Triclinius. 

His remarks often show his keen interest in the problems of antistrophic 
responsion. E.g., he noted between Jon 175 and 176 (fol. 126") A«m(«) 
x@dov and below Ion 176/77 où xadds éxovot ravra. In the colometrical analy- 
sis, he liked marking waparéAevrov in anapaestic monometers (e.g., Iph. Aul. 
47, 162) — or in what he wanted to be anapaestic monometers (cf. Heraclid. 
628 on fol. 93").?* He liked marking with fay8os iambic lines in the lyrics. 
His metrical knowledge appears, e.g., in such notes: Cycl. 495 ávaxpeóvreua, 
or Cycl. 501 iev(wà). He devoted attention to the distribution of lyrical 
parts: e.g., to Suppl. 1123 he wrote ¿hr (e) mpócwrov. 

Triclinius was very anxious to analyze the strophic composition of the 
lyries and to separate them into stanzas. He marked properly the beginning 
of a stanza by writing the marks: orpo(¢7), ávr(.) erpo(d»j) , érwd(ds), etc. 
This was & tremendous achievement based on keen and laborious analyses. 
He also paid attention to the colometric division in the lyrics and inter- 
vened if the copyist had departed from the colometry of the source or if 
he himself wanted to modify the colometry as exhibited in the ms. If cola 
were written in one line continuously instead of being separated by a blank 
space between them, Triclinius would insert colon marks (:) to indicate 


**! On waparédevroy in Triclinius, cf. Holzinger, Vorstudien zur Beurteilung der 
Erklarertdtigkeit des Demetrios Triklinios zu den Komödien des Aristophanes pp. 34, 
76-82, 120-122; Dindorf, Schol. Eur. IV p. 215 note 1; Stephanus-Hase-Dindorf, 
Thesaurus graecae linguae* VI col. 409. 
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the separation of cola. Or if a word belonged (or should in his view belong) 
to the neighboring colon, he would erase it and repeat it close to the next 
colon.?: Or, if a part of a colon belonged to the neighboring colon on the 
same line, he also used to draw connecting lines between the parts of one 
colon. 

His text interpolations were done in the following ways. For additions, 
he would insert the new element. Often he removed some words, mostly 
for antistrophic reasons. His very frequent way of removing was to erase 
the element in question — or to encircle it. E.g., Jon 886 (fol. 130") atyay 
[aibepos] avdcow, the word aifépos was deleted by Lt by encircling.?* An 
even more characteristic form of deletion for metrical or antistrophic 
reasons is the encircling with an accompanying term sepwoóv. This term 
wepioooy 18 a Well-known feature of Triclinius; he uses it often in his scholia 
to explain an ejection of a word metri causa (e.g., cf. Triclinius on Phoen. 


? Sometimes, in rewriting words in this way, Triclinius tried to imitate the 
writing style of the original scribe so as to make his own writing less conspicuous: 
e.g., Ion 776 (fol. 130r) EAaxes (semel), 789 ÉAaBer, 796 wpóco, were erased by Tri- 
clinius and written by him close to their next colons. The writing style of those 
words betrays the hand of Triclinius, but shows some attempt to conform to the 
writing style of the original scribe. 

55! Deletions by encircling were practiced by Demetrius Triclinius in many cases 
in the metrical scholia on Pindar corrected by him in the Venice 483, fol. 93-97" 
(cf. above, p. 231 note 213; see below, plate XIV). Cf. also deletions by encircling 
and diagonal strokes inside in the Triclinian Aristophanes ms. Paris, Supplément 
grec 463 (cf. above, p. 32 note 49), e.g., fol. 98", 104". . 

The same manner of deleting done most probably by Demetrius Triclinius may 
be observed in the famous ms. of Babrius brought by Minoides Mynas from Mount 
Athos, the so-called Babrius Athous (symbol A): London, British Museum, Addi- 
tional 22087 (cf. Richard, Inventaire des manuscrits grecs du British Museum I 
p. 38; Otto Crusius, Babrii fabulae Aesopeae [Lipsiae, 1897] pp. m1 ff.; cf. Henri 
Omont, “ Minoide Mynas et ses missions en Orient (1840-1855)," Mémoires de 
VInstitut National de France. Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres. 40 
[1916] pp. 337-419, especially pp. 352, 374, 384, 404; on Mynas, now cf. P. K. 
Enepekidés, Studi Bizantini e Neoellenici 7 [1953] pp. 61 ff.). Here, I take the 
opportunity to state simply the important fact that this Babrius ms. A was revised 
by Demetrius Triclinius and that some of his corrections were in the past wrongly 
attributed even to the manus recentissima of Mynas (cf. Crusius, op. cit. p. v; 
however, Crusius pp. v f. referred to a manus recentior most of the corrections which 
I attribute to Triclinius). 

The identification of Triclinius’ role in the Babrius ms. A is very obvious, and 
I am going to quote a few proofs to this end. On fol. 3r (see below, plate XV; cf. 
Crusius, Babrii fabulae Aesopeae plate I), right margin top, the note erix(o:) 
xeXaufiuxol is written unmistakably in the handwriting of Triclinius. It suffices 
to compare in the Euripidean ms. L (or in its facsimile) the word laufixot added 
by Triclinius in the margins of L many times; see below, plate XI. Likewise, the 
note on fol. 3r, lower part of the same right margin (cf. Crusius, plate I), dpx (3) 
rou & was added by Triclinius. Also the analogous marginal] notes on foll, 20r, 21r, 
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260: above, p. 192). I am quoting here a few examples. Hel. 1337 (fol. 
1157): Triclinius deleted, for strophic responsion, the colon séy8e« saos 
aAdotwp by encircling it and writing, above its beginning, the word repwooóv. 
This was his usual practice. In Hel. 1495 (fol. 1167) Triclinius deleted 
the colon pédoré roð’ trweov olpa (sic L': olôpa Lt et yp. dppa Lt) also 
by encircling it and writing on the upper line smepioóv. This he did as 
an afterthought, for at first he marked at the beginning of this colon 


237, 267 (see below, plate XV), 297, 40r, 41r, 42r are by Triclinius. On fol. 28r (see 
plate XV), in Babrius 84.8 the beginning of the verse, written in the same line aa 
the preceding verse, is set off by a colon and the mark er:x(os) above the line; and 
at the end of the verse, after dy, the word e$ó0pa: — is added in a clearly Triclinian 
script. Evidently, Triclinius made also the marks at the beginning of the verse. 
The shape of $ in the word points rather to the earlier period of Triclinius’ activities, 
for that shape can be found rather, e.g., in the ms. Oxford, New College 258 (see 
plate VI), and in the earlier ‘round breathings' pages of the Angelicus 14. On the 
whole, many elementa in the Triclinian additions in the Babrius ms. A point to the 
earlier handwriting of Triclinius; for some of his corrections in A, the less careful 
script in some notes of Triclinius in the Venice 483 may be compared. 

I attribute to Triclinius many corrections in the Babrius ms. A. In the following, 
for the nature of the pertinent corrections, I refer the reader in each case to Crusius' 
apparatus, but Crusius' attributions of the corrections to different hands should be 
re-examined and in many cases, especially if he refers them to Mynas, his attribu- 
tions should be disregarded. We should attribute to Demetrius Triclinius, e.g., the 
following corrections: Babrius, Prooem. I 3 (see below, plate XV; Crusius, plate I; 
for the papyrus tradition of this text, cf. Perry, Aesopica I p. 236); Babrius, Fab. 
3.1, 12.27, 17.6, 34.7/8, 61.3, 72.24. 

Deletions by encirclement, sometimes accompanied by additions, substitutions or 
other corrections, appear, e.g.: Babrius, Fab. 9.11 [Src] ox Écru «rà. (overlooked 
by Crusius), 22.14, 46.7, 70.3, 71.11, 85.19, 107.12. Sometimes, a horizontal stroke 
inside the encircling is added. 


Ww : 

The marginal mark Ae (= Meire) appears, e.g., below the lines Babr. 30.10, 39.4 — 
and it has the characteristic shape which we know from the pen of Triclinius in the 
Euripidean L, e.g.: L fol. 81*, opposite Eur. Bacch. 755; fol. 977, above the end of 
the line Herc. Fur. 149. In the latter case, there is also a colon (:) to the left of 
the line, & sign that there was something peculiar in the text (the sixth foot was 
missing). Such colons appear in the Euripidean L very often in the case of some 
prosodical or metrical irregularities or textual difficulties. Indeed, also in the 
Babrius ms. A there are colons in the margin, e.g., to Babrius, Fab. 50.14, 77.2 (see 
plate XV), Proem. II 13. It is obvious that such use of colon marks both in the 
Euripidean L and in the Babrian A is to be attributed to Demetrius Triclinius. 

The whole Babrius ms. A should be carefully recollated, and the attribution of 
corrections to Triclinius should be established so that many elements in the text 
changes in A may be correctly distinguished and properly assigned to Triclinius in 
future editions of Babrius. It seems also that a new collation of A, made with the 
help of ultraviolet aud infrared photographs, may considerably clear up some doubts 
caused by erasures. 

It is quite natural that the Babrius ms. A which was in the past on Mount Athos 


Google 


252 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


ávr (.) erpo ($5) , considering it to be the beginning of the antistrophe — then 
canceled this mark and, after the deletion of the colon, marked the begin- 
ning of the antistrophe at the beginning of the next colon. — Bacch. 537 
(fol. 79") he wrote wepicooy above the beginning of that colon (orav otav 
ópyày), but let it stand (without encircling it). In any case, we should bear 
in mind that in Triclinius’ working copies of poetic texts the encircling 
and mepwroóy were the marks of a deletion metri causa, while encircling 
was Triclinius’ usual way of just deleting or ejecting words — a way which 
he practiced also in the metrical scholia on Pindar in the ms. Venice 483 
(cf. above, p. 231; see below, plate XIV). 

His observation of antistrophie responsions led him often, in the case 
of an antistrophic incongruity, to the discovery of a gap in the text. Then 
he would signal it by a note Aciw(a): e.g., cf. Herc. Fur. 697 (fol. 1017) — 
and occasionally he would at the same time attempt to fill in the gap: e.g., 
cf. Heraclid. 769 (fol. 94v). 

It is impossible to exemplify exhaustively the various interpolating pro- 
cedures of Triclinius in the lyrics of L. They were numerous and rather 
drastic. They consisted in deletions, additions, transpositions, and substitu- 
tions. The types of those procedures are well-known from the apparatus 


was studied and revised early in the 14th century by Demetrius Triclinius who is 
presumed to have lived in Thessalonica, a city in close contact with Mount Athos. 
In this connection, it is of interest to note that the Aristophanes ms. Paris, Supplé- 
ment grec 403, revised and supplied with scholia by Triclinius (cf. above, p. 23 note 
35, p. 32 note 49), also was brought from Mount Athos by Mynas (cf. Omont, op. cit. 
pp. 376, 395, 402), in the same way as the Babrius ms. A. 

237 This reminds us, e.g., of the manuscript F (Laur. 31, 8) of Aeschylus where 
(on fol. 125r) in Aesch. Eum. 924 éxiccirovs Bíovs roxas órncíuovs the text is written 
so, with a marginal scholium rovro wepiocdy wpós rd xwrov tùs dyriotpopys pertaining 
obviously to the expunged word: the text érmiccvrovs Biovs éynoiuovs appears in the 
ms. G (Venice 616), which is a gemellus of F, and in the Triclinian ms. T (Naples 
II.F.31): the genuine text is émicotrous Biou rvxas óvnc(uovs M (Laur. 32, 9). The 
change of Slov into Bíovs with the deletion of 7’xas must have stood in the working 
copy of Triclinius' first edition which the scribe F copied faithfully. Only, instead 
of encircling rixas, F expunged it, and his writing at once fíovs, along with the 
imitated deletion, proves that he did follow Triclinius' first draft or rough copy. 
The scribe G simply omitted the deleted réxas and, naturally, wrote fiovs while 
copying the same rough copy of Triclinius' first edition. Triclinius himself, of course, 
in writing the fair copy of the second edition, i.e., the ms. T, wrote Biovs and dropped 
the word r/xas deleted in his first draft, and even passed in silence over his deletion 
and did not care to repeat the scholium (see above) that justified his deletion. Cf. 
Turyn, Aeschylus p. 114. Of course, I do not agree with Eduard Fraenkel, Aeschylus 
Agamemnon I p. 15, who questioned the proto-Triclinian character of the Aeschylus 
ms. F (and, by the same token, of G); now cf. also Raphael Sealey, “A Note on 
the Metrical Scholia to the Agamemnon,” Classical Quarterly N.S. 5 (1955) pp. 119- 
129. The identification of Triclinius' work in the Euripidean ms. L is of decisive 
importance for the solution of the problem of two Triclinian editions in Aeschylus. 
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of critical editions of several Greek poeta treated by Triclinius, like Aeschy- 
lus, Sophocles, Euripidean triad, Aristophanes, Pindar, Hesiod, Theocritus. 
A careful reader of the Euripides editions of Prinz-Wecklein, Murray, and 
the Budé edition, can gain a good idea of Triclinius’ work, provided he 
identifies the symbol J with Triclinius. Perhaps this example will suffice 
as a type of a Triclinian substitution made for metrical reasons: Jon 457 
(fol. 128") udxaipa L? was deleted by Triclinius and replaced by wore Lt, 
obviously for antistrophic reasons. 


Triclinius’ metrical notes in L are extremely concise — he marked by bare 
names the kinds of rhythms and meters and the names of the stanzas at 
their beginnings, occasionally adding remarks about the antistrophic equality 
(spo: e.g., to Cycl. 511 ff. on fol. 87"; spo rois dvo on fol. 167% 168°). 
This was done without the elaboration which is a distinctive feature of his 
finished editions. But even for these sketchy data he must have done a great 
deal of metrical analysis when he attempted to make for the 15 plays of L 
(leaving aside the triad of L, for it was dealt with in the Angelicus 14) 
a general text revision throughout and the strophic and metrical analysis 
of the lyrics and the resulting textual criticism of those lyrics. For this 
purpose, he observed the responsion of the stanzas, and in his usual way 
(perhaps even more violently than in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and the Euripi- 
dean triad) he interpolated the lyrics so as to make them fit the pattern 
which he would establish in a given case and the requirements of the 
responsion as he understood them. 


We can realize now that what we have in L is a working copy of the 
Triclinian revision or recension or edition of the plays of Euripides. To 
be sure, this edition is devoid of scholia for the 5 annotated plays included 
in those treated in L by Triclinius (the triad, as I said before, was 
disregarded by Triclinius at that juncture). Then, the Bacchae for some 
unexplained reason was incomplete in L and its transcript was not com- 
pleted for the purpose of this edition. The metrical analysis virtually 
appears in an advanced form only so far as strophic analysis goes, but the 
colometric identification was not made beyond some general notes on the 
meters or rhythms of a section. Nonetheless, this is an amazing document 
of Triclinius' interest in the tragedians — amazing also in the range of that 
interest, though consistent with his attitude in Aeschylus and Sophocles 
and also in Aristophanes of going beyond the Byzantine triads.?3s 


233 Holzinger, Vorstudien zur Beurteilung der Erklürertütigkeit des Demetrios 
Triklinios pp. 3ff., 35 ff., 95 ff., proved that Triclinius’ work in Aristophanes was 
not limited to Plutus, Nubes, Ranae, and Equites, but embraced, also, at least Aves 
and Paz. This conclusion has been adopted by R. Cantarella, Aristofane, Le Com- 
medie II pp. 71 f. What Holzinger said about Triclinius’ work on the plays added 
by Triclinius to the Aristophanean tetrad (Plut. Nub., Ran., Equit.), which he 
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The discovery of Triclinius in the corrector of L is rather a surprising 
fact, for it has been thought up to now that Triclinius limited his activity 
in Euripides to the triad only —an idea which Dindorf formulated very 
strongly (Scholia Eurip. I p. xxr): (Triclinius) “qui nullas umquam 
praeter tres primas poetae fabulae attigit.” Now we shall be in a position 
to credit Triclinius with the good elements that can be found among the 
corrections of | and with his many contributions to the metrical analysis 
that have been accepted in modern editions of Euripides. 


elaborated carefully, is very important as an indication of the rudimentary work 
practiced by Triclinius in some cases. E.g., Holzinger p. 107 concludes characteris- 
tically regarding Triclinius’ metrical work on Paz: “ Damit ist aber auch zugleich 
der Beweis geliefert, dass Triklinios auch zu dieser Komödie qscil., Paz», wenn auch 
vielleicht nicht ein gesondertes metrisches Uréu»nua verfasst, so doch in den Auf- 
schreibungen neben den Versen seines privaten Textexemplars dasjenige geleistet hat, 
was wir als einen byzantinischen metrischen Kommentar zur Eipjr» ansprechen 
dürfen." Still that rudimentary metrical commentary on Paz seems to have been 
in a more advanced stage than Triclinius’ metrical notes in L. There must have 
been, in general, in Triclinius’ work a great variety in the degree of elaboration. 
We can distinguish finished products (Aeschylus in Naples II.F.31, Sophocles, Eu- 
ripidean triad in the Angelicus 14, Hesiod, Pindar, Aristophanes' four plays in the 
Vatic. 1294); and first editions (Aeschylus in FG for Agam. and Eumen., metrical 
scholia on the Aristophanes triad in the Paris 2821, other plays in the recension 
indicated by Holzinger; on the ms. Paris Supplément grec 463 of the Aristophanean 
triad, cf. above, p. 32 note 49). And a very rudimentary recension by Triclinius is 
that of 15 plays of Euripides in L. 

Incidentally, I should like to record here the role of Demetrius Triclinius in the 
revision of the Vaticanus graec. 1824. The Aeschylus part of the Vatic. 1824 is 
preserved incompletely (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 71; on the Euripidean part of the 
volume, cf. below, p. 359). It seems that Triclinius at first intended to use this 
Thoman ms. of Aeschylus as & working copy of his eventual edition for the triad 
of Aeschylus, but it appears that after a few changes made in the Vatic. 1824 he 
abandoned the plan with regard to this ms. At any rate, in the preserved Aeschylean 
folios of the Vatic. 1824 there are some traces of his work. This is what I have 
noticed there as the most obvious elements by the hand of Demetrius Triclinius (see 
below, plate XVIII). On fol. 54r, to the left of the Vita's headline Bíos ale xiXov, 
the words + rou aùr (oŭ) co$wr(á)T(ov) uayíarpov, were added by him. On the same 
page, in the Vita of Aeschylus p. 118.24 Westerman, after the word ravuaxía», he 
added xararavuaxv0eica» (this was a peculiar change by Triclinius: cf. Turyn, Aes- 
chylus p. 12). On fol. 55r, he wrote a headline to the scholia on Prometheus: + Tov 
abr(ov) cxóXia: — In the text of Prom. 6, after dpprkrocs, the word \éyw was added 
by Triclinius at the end of the line, and [ r¢rpa:s] (which happened to be written 
at the beginning of the next line) was erased. This is a characteristic Triclinian 
interpolation known to us from the Naples II.F.31 fol. 6r. On fol. 78r, above the 
headline of the Thoman argument to Septem, Triclinius added: + roù abr(ov) 
co$wr(á)Tr(ov) paylorpov:. On fol. 78", in the scholia column (opposite Aesch. 
Septem 4/5), he added the headline: rod abr (oŭ) vxóXa:. The Vatic. 1824 (to judge 
from the preserved remnants of this ms.) represents perhaps the most rudimentary 
kind of Triclinius’ work (cf. now Elizabeth A. E. Bryson, Contributions to the 
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Of course, it is a great fortune that we have a gemellus of L in the manu- 
script P so that we are always able to establish the original reading of the 
common source of LP if Triclinius by his correction obliterated or obscured 
the original reading of L. The L facsimile by Spranger is a valuable tool 
of research, because it affords a direct look into Triclinius’ workshop, so to 
speak, and allows us to see in an almost unprecedented way his method of 
work. I should like also to call the attention of scholars to the rhetorical 
manuscript Oxford, New College, 258 (Aphthonius, etc.) written by Tri- 
clinius in 1308 (cf. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 103 note 89) ; *** see below, plate 
VI. That manuscript shows also erasures and corrections which betray 
Triclinius’ interpolations. 


As I have said above, the preservation of P saved us from the danger 
of having to rely only on L which is in some cases disfigured by Triclinius’ 
interventions. Without P, our situation with regard to the unannotated 
plays of Euripides would be to a certain extent analogous to the case of 
the Sphaera of Pseudo-Empedocles of which there are only Triclinian copies 
in existence, with no genuine text copy preserved. The text transmitted 
in extant copies was corrected and edited by Triclinius, who stated explicitly 
that he corrected the text and omitted many illegible verses (i.e., verses 
illegible in his exemplar) .?*° 


It is doubtful whether a systematic tabulation of Triclinian elements in 


Study of the Thoman Recension of Aeschylus [Thesis. Urbana, Illinois, 1956] pp. 
26 fT., 147-149). 

To be sure, in Sophocles it was Thomas Magistros who went beyond the Byzan- 
tine triad, which was edited by Moschopulus. Thomas at first edited a Sophoclean 
tetrad with scholia and subsequently extended his edition to the heptad by adding 
the remaining three plays without scholia. Incidentally, a subsequent continuation 
of a commented recension with an extended text recension without scholia was prac- 
ticed also by Moschopulus who to his previous recension of Pindar’s Olympia with 
scholia then added Pythta and Nemea I-III without scholia, although he did not 
embrace the whole available text of Pindar, as Triclinius did. My statement about 
the Moschopulean Pindar clearly implies that I reject the theory of Irigoin (His- 
toire du texte de Pindare pp. 285 f., 390 ff.) about the later “ pseudo-moschopulean ” 
extension of the original Moschopulean edition of Pind. Olympia, made in the 15th 
century (cf. above, p. 111 note 102). 

33? This is the text of the subscription in the ms. Oxford, New College 258 (fol. 
250": see below, plate VI): + érerewOn 5$ wapovca BíBXos Ba xeipó (s) Snunrp(l) ov 
ToU TpukAMrn, é» nrl atyovorw ly(Scxriwy)os *c, Tou "có (cov Erovs ++ 

340 Cf. Ernestus Maass, Commentariorum in Aratum reliquiae (Berolini, 1898) 
p. 154; cf. ibidem, pp. xxxirr-xxxvi. However, the Latin translation provides inde- 
pendent text evidence, and one Greek ms. is purported to be free from Triclinian 
interpolations and to agree occasionally with the Latin version: cf. Felix Wieck, 
Sphaeram Empedoclis quae dicitur recensuit et dissertationem adiecit — (Diss. Lip- 
siae, 1897) pp. Ix ff.; Alfred Gercke, Methodik, in: Gercke-Norden, Einleitung in 
die Altertumswissenschaft I! (Leipzig-Berlin, 1912) p. 46. 
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L will ever be made separately, in view of the existence of the L facsimile 
(it is regrettable that this facsimile is extant only in few libraries and is 
not available generally) and because of the fact that those Triclinian ele- 
ments are integrated in the critical apparatus under the guise of J. At any 
rate, the symbol 7 has to disappear from the future editions and will have 
to be replaced by the name of Demetrius Triclinius or an abbreviated symbol 
for Demetrius Triclinius.?*! 

I should like to add an interesting external proof of Triclinius’ familiarity 
with L. In the Triclinian edition of Sophocles, there is a reference to Eur. 
Heraclidae 407 in the Triclinian scholium on Soph. Antig. 174 (T = Paris 
2711 fol. 81%, Ta = Venice 470 fol. 206": cf. Dindorf, Schol. Soph. II p. 
312.19) : ro dyytoreia obüérepóv atiy dvri. ToU. dyywrreiav kai ovyyéveav (this 
is based on an old scholium, Schol. Soph. p. 228.5 Papageorg., which appears 
in the Sophoclean mss.: L = Laur. 32, 9 fol. 51v, M = Modena a.T.9.4 fol. 
98", R = Vatic. 2291 fol. 164")- xai €orw Opowv TO yvopa Aro yvopáTevpa 
kai vouv, ws éy rovro ré etpnrac (Soph. Trach. 593) - &xav, exes (sic) dv yvepa 
py wepwpévyn. kai éy ebpurióg (Eur. Heraclid. 407) - ws ty 8€ aoc yvapua ravróv 
éumpere. Another reference to the same line appears in the Triclinian 
scholium on Soph. Trach. 593 (T = Paris 2711 fol. 208", Ta = Venice 470 
fol. 230v: cf. Dindorf, Schol. Soph. II p. 328.23): yveua yovv (ita Ta: 
roi T) voiy. xai čary ob8érepoy áyri Tov yvwpdrevpa kai vovv. kai eüpertóns (Eur. 
Heraclid. 407) - as ty 86 wat yvõpa ravróv éympémev- Frou yvopárevpa, vous. 

Now, these scholia on Soph. Antig. 174 and Trach. 593 are Triclinius’ 
own scholia, for there is no evidence of their ancient character (or of the 
Thoman character of the scholium on Soph. Antig. 174). The scholium 
on Soph. Antig. 174 (apart from its initial words) is missing in the old 
Sophoclean mss. LMR. It is likewise missing in Thoman mss. of Sophocles, 
e.g., Ze = Vatic. 1333 and Z = Venice 472. The scholium on Soph. Trach. 
593 1s missing in the Sophoclean ms. L; evidence from the Sophoclean mss. 
M and R is unavailable, for these mss. have the T'rachiniae (or the scholia 
on Trachiniae in M) incomplete. Triclinius may have quoted the line Eur. 
Heraclid. 407 from the Euripidean ms. L, where (fol. 927) the verse 
Heraclid. 407 appears in this form: qóAA'- €y 8 mávrov yvõpa ravróy éurpéra 


**1 [t may be debated whether all the Triclinian elements of L should be recorded 
in the apparatuses of future editions. In the annotated plays, some selection should 
be used and Triclinian interpolations should be reported only if they are good cor- 
rections or noteworthy suggestions. In the unannotated plays, the situation calls 
for a different procedure. I shall demonstrate in the further course of our discussion 
that L and P are gemelli derived from a common source. In view of the limited 
manuscript evidence for the non-select plays, the complete testimony from L and P 
ought to be reported, provided the readers of future editions will be properly warned 
how to interpret the manuscript evidence in view of the fact that Lt is Triclinius and 
in the light of the relationship of L and P that we are going to establish. 
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(idem in P), and L made the word yvõpa more conspicuous by giving a 
marginal echolium by the first hand of L (Dindorf, Schol. Eur. IV p. 
217.1) : ro yvopa* kai alcxyvAos (Aesch. Agam. 1852) * xayw roovrov yvoparos 
xowwvos oy. Triclinius, if he took his Euripides quotation in his Sophoclean 
scholia from L, changed it in two places (as instead of móAA', and rac 
instead of mávrwv). Indeed, it is very likely that he relied on L directly in 
making that note in his Sophoclean scholia.?*? 

Since Triclinius had L at his disposal and knew it in its entirety, I con- 
sider it only natural if in the Euripidean triad of Triclinius exhibited in 
T, in the autographic sections written by Triclinius, we find some agree- 
ments of Tt with the triad of L in some exclusive features of L. E.g., cf. 
Phoen. 842 xéon vulgo codd., Tt’: xpéow L'T*. It is such a unique reading 
that I cannot help suspecting that Triclinius knew it directly from L. 

I should also like to discuss whether the script of Triclinius in L gives 
any chronological clues concerning the time of his work on this ms. To be 
sure, there is one criterion that we may apply, viz.: the shape of the 
breathings (cf. above, p. 26). 'There are not any angular breathings in 


**! Cf. now G. Zuntz, The Political Plays of Euripides (Manchester University 
Press, (19555) pp. 151 f. — The reference in the scholium of L to Aesch. Agam. 1352 
is a very interesting contribution to the text transmission of Aeschylus. Aeschylus’ 
Agamemnon is transmitted, apart from M (Laur. 32, 9), also by the Triclinian 
tradition F (Laur. 31, 8), G (Venice 616), T (Naples II.F.31), which derives from 
an Aeschylean manuscript independent of M. (The fact that M at some time before 
1423 A.D. had lost a section of Agamemnon containing the above line is here irrele- 
vant — we cannot know when the losses in M had occurred.) At any rate, it is a 
natural assumption that most probably in Thessalonica, in the circle of Thomas 
Magistros in which the whole ms. Laur. 32, 2 originated, there was available to the 
main scribe of the Euripidean L an Aeschylus codex which contained Agamemnon 
and most probably Eumenides, the very same manuscript which was the basis of 
the Triclinian recensions of Aeschylus embodied in FG and in T. 

It would be pertinent to stress on this occasion that the identification of Tri- 
clinius’ work in the Laur. 32, 2 also carries some important implications for the 
Byzantine text transmission of Sophocles. Now it is established self-evidently that 
the very writing of the Thoman text of Sophocles contained in Laur. 32, 2 (cf. Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles pp. 34 ff.) was prior to Triclinius, and that every peculiar 
interpolation of the Thoman text of Sophocles in Laur. 32, 2 was known to him. 
To be sure, Triclinius used also a Thoman text of Soph. Oed. Col. (which is not 
carried in Laur. 32, 2). We can perhaps surmise that Triclinius found the Thoman 
Oed. Col. in that common source of Laur. 32, 2 and Conv. Soppr. 172 + Palat. 287 
(the existence of which and the availability of which to Triclinius we postulate in 
Euripides), because the Palatine part of the volume just indicated (i.e., Palat. 287) 
contains a Thoman text of Sophocles: Antig., Oed. Col., Trach., Philoct. I did stress 
above that Triclinius knew the common source of LP (i.e, the common source of 
Laur. 32, 2 and Conv. Soppr. 172 + Palat. 287) in Euripides. Probably that source 
also contained a Thoman text of the seven plays of Sophocles, and Triclinius may 
have used it for Sophocles. 
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Triclinian additions in L.' Of course, one may say that most of Triclinius’ 
notes in L were written in a careless working script. Even if we grant this 
with regard to metrical notes of Triclinius and text readings interpolated 
by him, yet we have to point out that some arguments written by Triclinius 
in L are decidedly in a careful calligraphic script, e.g., the argument to 
Heraclidae (fol. 89°: see below, plate XI), the index personarum to 
Hippolytus (fol. 1577), or the arguments to Medea and Alcestts (fol. 176"). 
Yet, there are not any angular breathings in them. \ This would mean 
that Triclinius revised the 15 plays in L before 1317-1319, i.e., before 
the part of his Hesiod ms. Venice 464 that was written in that period with 
angular breathings. 'To be on the safe side, we can assume that his con- 
tributions to L were written before 1319 A.D. The assignment of Triclinian 
elements in L to an earlier period is supported also by the fact his writing 
in L, while thinner than that in his rhetorical ms. New College 258, yet 
is not so sharp as in the later folios of the Angelicus 14 or in the Naples 
Aeschylus of Triclinius. 


The problems of the text character of L and of the components of the 
Euripidean text of L can be properly treated only after we have examined 
the ms. P and after we have solved the question of its relationship to L. 
Therefore, the next subject of our study is the ms. P. 


THE MANUSCRIPT P 


The Euripides ms. now generally symbolized P is divided between two 
manuscripts: the Vaticanus Palatinus graecus 287 and the Laurentianus 
Conventi Soppressi 172. In the edition of Prinz-Wecklein, the part con- 
tained in the Palat. 287 carried the symbol P, while that contained in the 
Conventi Soppressi 172 was symbolized G. Now the symbol P applies to 
both parts. The connection of Vatic. Palat. 287 and Conv. Soppr. 172 as 
parts of one volume was recognized by C. Robert, * Zur Geschichte der 
Euripides-Handschriften,” Hermes 13 (1878) pp. 133 ff. Here is the 
description of those two volumes. 


P = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatinus graec. 287 (cf. Stevenson, Co- 
dices manuscripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae pp. 161f.; R. 
Wünsch, “ Der pseudoeuripideische Anfang der Danae," Rheintsches Mu- 
seum N.F. 51 [1896] pp. 138-152 ; Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 69 f.; Manuscripts 
of Sophocles p. 34; Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 154 f.; Studtes 
an Sophocles pp. 42 f.; P. G. Mason, “The Manuscript Tradition of Eu- 
ripides’ T'roades," Classical Quarterly 44 [1950] pp. 61-68). Parchment, 
149 cent, 315 X 215 mm., 237 foll, 2 columns to a page, 27 lines to a 
column (the sequence of verses being down the column). Former owner: 
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Marcus Musurus ; then, a friend of his, one KdpAos.?* A complete facsimile 
of the Euripides parts of Palat. 287 and Conv. Soppr. 172 by Spranger: 
Euripidis quae in codicibus Palatino graeco inter Vaticanos 287 et Lauren- 
tiano Conv. Soppr. 172 (olim Abbatiae Florentinae 2664) inveniuntur 
phototypice ezpressa cura et impensis J. A. Spranger arte photographica 
vero R. Sansaini Romae, Fratrum Alinari Florentiae, typographica Fratrum 
Alinari I-II (Florentiae, 1939-1946), with Preface and Introduction by 
Spranger in Tomus I. These are the contents of the Palatinus 287: fol. 2" 
hexametric distich by Musurus; 3° Sophocles, Antigone; 14" arg. to Oed. 
Col.; 15" Oedipus Coloneus; 31° arg. to Trach.; 31" Trachtntae; 43° arg. 
to Phil.; 43-57" Philoctetes; b7* blank; 58" Euripides, arg. to Androm.; 
Andromache; 0 arg. to Med.; Medea; 84° arg. to Suppl.; Supplices; 95* 
arg. to Rhes.; Rhesus; 104" arg. to Ion; Ion; 119° arg. to Iph. Taur. ; 119" 
Iphigenia Taurica ; 1837-147 Y Iphigenia Aulidensts; 147” arg. to Ps. Eurip. 
Danaë (Nauck, Trag. Graec. Fragm.* p. 716), and Danaë (Eur. fragm. 
1132 TGF?) lines 1-36; fol. 148° Danaë lines 87-65; *** 148"—149Y blank; 
150° arg. to Hippol.; Hippolytus; 162% arg. to Alc.; 163° Alcestts; 173* 


243 This KápXos is referred to in a hexametric distich written by Musurus on fol. 2" 
and in an iambic poem on fol. 237" likewise written by Musurus who added to it 
two lines as an ownership entry for KápAos and a Latin subscription dated 10 July 
1511 in Venice. Both poems are printed in Stevenson, op. cit. pp. 161 f.; Kirchhoff, 
Euripidis tragoediae I p. rx; Wünsch, Rheinisches Museum N.F. 51 (1896) pp. 
143 f.; cf. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique XV« et XVIe. siècles I p. exiv. For a 
partial facsimile of Musurus’ poem on fol. 2377, cf. Giovanni Card. Mercati, Codici 
latini Pico Grimani Pio e i codici greci Pio di Modena plate VI 2. For Musurus’ 
handwriting, cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 290; for facsimiles, 
cf. Ambroise Firmin-Didot, Alde Manuce et Vhellénisme à Venise (Paris, 1875), 
plate between p. 500 and p. 501, and Mercati, op. cit. pl. VI 3, cf. pp. 62, 71 ff. 
Mercati identified the hand of Musurus in Greek ownership entries referring to 
Alberto Pio di Carpi (and in Latin notes of contents of the same mss.) in Greek 
mss. in Modena, once owned by the said Alberto Pio. For KápAos, friend of Musurus, 
cf. also Vatic. Palat. gr. 261 and 275 (cf. Stevenson pp. 143, 150; Wünsch, op. cit. 
p.144). Mercati, op. cit. p. 72, supposed him to be Carlo Cappello of Venice (t 1546). 

*** Only fol. 148r may have been written by a different, later scribe (cf. Mason, 
Classical Quarterly 44 [1950] p. 67), although it may rather be the main hand on 
fol. 148r or the hand of a collaborator, for th» script on fol. 148r looks the same as 
that of the argument to Helena (Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 13") and of the index per- 
sonarum to Electra (Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 28r). It may be the main scribe of P 
writing on a different occasion in a quicker script. The irregular gathering fol. 146- 
149 is the rest of a ternion which once consisted of folios 140, 147, 148 4-149, 
[149bis], [149ter]. The folios [149bis] and [149ter] were cut off, so that the present 
folios 146 and 147 are single leaves. Perhaps there was at first a binion 146, 147 + 
[149bis], [149ter], and after the Iphigenia Aulidensis was concluded on fol. 147", 
the blank folios [149bis] and [149ter] were removed. Then the scribe P began 
copying the argument to Danaé and the beginning of the Danaé in the space left on 
fol. 147* and used up the rest of the page. On another occasion, perhaps the same 
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arg. to Troad.; 173" Troades; 185' arg. to Bacch.; 185" Bacchae; 197" 
arg. to Cycl.; Cyclops (1-243, 352-end) ; 203: arg. to Heraclid.; 2037- 
211” Heraclidae (1-1002) ; the folio number 212 was skipped over (because 
some librarian wrote in modern times at the bottom of fol. 211" the fol- 
lowing note: *'xre(vovra xáxBaAA- deest semifolium," implying that the 
end of the play Heraclid. 1003-1055 was missing here); 213" Aeschy- 
lus, Prometheus (1-214, 325—end) ; 220" arg. to Sept.; 221° Septem; 227% 
arg. to Pers.; 227*—236* Persae; 237° blank; 237” poem by Musurus. The 
folio containing Cyclops 244—351 was lost between fol. 199 and 200; the 
folio containing Prom. 215—324 was lost between fol. 214 and 215. In 
Supplices, Iph. Taur., Iph. Aul., there are metrical notes added by a hand 
of the 16'^ century, made up on the basis of metrical notes written by 
Triclinius in L. This is a proof that a comparison was made by some scholar 
of the 16 century between Palat. 287 and Laur. 32, 2. Since the Palat. 
287 was up to 1511 owned by Musurus and later presumably remained for 
a longer time in Italy, that comparison may have occurred either in Flor- 
ence — or, in the period 1510-1522, in Rome, while L was there (cf. above, 
p. 228 note 210). 
This is the other part of the original volume: 


P — Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, Conventi Soppressi 172 (cf. Ro- 
stagno-Festa, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 1 [1893] p. 166; Rudolf 
Prinz, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 105 [1872] pp. 525 ff.; Prinz, 
Euripidis Hecuba? [Prinz-Wecklein, Euripidis fabulae I 3°] p. v1; Wilamo- 
witz, Analecta Eurtpidea pp. 6 ff. ; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moscho- 
pulus pp. 154 f.; Studies in Sophocles pp. 42 f.). Parchment, 14 cent., 
805 X 210 mm., 1+ 131 foll, 2 columns to a page, 27 lines to a column 
(the sequence of verses being down the column). Written by the same hand 
as Palat. 287. Facsimile by Spranger (see above). Once owned by Antonio 
Corbinelli (1370/1-1425) : cf. Blum, La biblioteca della Badia Fiorentina 
e 4 codici di Antonio Corbinelli pp. 74, 102, 115. Then, the ms. was in the 
Badia Fiorentina. Since the ownership marks of Corbinelli appear on the 


scribe P added the sheet fol. 148 -- 149 in order to conclude the rest of the Danaé 
fragment that was available to him in his source — this he did on fol. 148r (in one 
column only, with one top line in the second column). The parchment of folios 146 
and 147, containing the conclusion of the Iphigenia Aulidensis, is the same as in 
the rest of the ms, and has the same ruling; the writing of fol. 146 and 147 is that 
of the scribe P. However, the parchment of fol. 148 + 149 is different, and its ruling 
is somewhat different, though it imitates the ruling of the rest of the ms. — On this 
Pseudo-Euripidean Danaë, cf.: Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 
211; Wünsch, Rheinisches Museum N.F. 51 (1896) pp. 147 ff.; Thaddaeus Zielifiski, 
Tragodumenon libri tres (Cracoviae, 1925) pp. 293-300; Eduardus Rein, “ De Danaa 
Euripidea," Commentationes philologicae in honorem professoris emeriti I. A. Heikel 
(Helsinki, 1928) pp. 109—129. 
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present fol. 1" of Conventi Soppressi 172, this is a proof that the original 
volume P (Vatic. Palat. 287 + Conventi Soppressi 172) was separated in 
the present two parts prior to Corbinelli's acquisition of the Conventi Sop- 
pressi 172, i.e., before ca. 1420 a.D. The Euripidean part of Conv. Soppr. 
172 continued immediately the Euripidean part of the Palat. 287. -These 
are the contents of Conv. Soppr. 172: the preliminary folio recto has an 
erased irrelevant table of contents (cf. below, p. 263 note 247) ; fol. 17 Eu- 
ripides, Heraclidae 1003—end ; 1" arg. to Herc. Fur.; Hercules Furens; 18" 
arg. to Hel.;?** Helena; 28" index personarum to El.; 28% Electra; 40° 
arg. to Hec.; Hecuba; 51% arg. to Orest. (headlined épécrov vrofeou); 
Orestes (headlined eipur(8ov jAéxrpa) ; ?** 67" arg. to Phoen. ; 67*—83* Phoe- 
nissae; 84" Sophocles, Aiaz; 96" arg. to El.; 97" Electra; 1107-123" Oed. 
Tyr.; 123Y arg. to Antigone. Folios 124—130 are an alien addition to this 
codex (10t cent., homilies of John Chrysostom). 

The identity of material, size, writing, ruling, and layout, shows beyond 
any doubt that Palat. 287 and Conv. Soppr. 172 belong together. The 
contents of the two mss. confirm it clearly. The composition of the original 
whole volume can be traced on the basis of an analysis of its contents. 'The 
Sophoclean contents of the original volume are divided between the two 
mss. 'The same goes for Euripides. Aeschylus is represented only in the 
Palat. 287. We shall consider each of the three tragic components of that 
original volume with regard to its original formation. 

Sophocles: the block of Sophoclean tragedies stood in the original volume 
in a succession now represented by the present parts Conventi Soppressi 
172 fol. 84-123 (Aiar, Electra, Oed. Tyr., argument to Antigone) + Pala- 
tinus 287 fol. 3-57 (Antigone, Oed. Col., Trachiniae, Philoctetes). The 
Florentine part ends with the argument to Antigone, followed immediately 
by the text of the Antigone in the Palatine part. The Sophocles part of 
the original volume began with a quaternion consisting of a folio now lost 
and folios 84—89, 90 of Conventi Soppressi 172. 'The original folio 90 
belonging with the lost folio to one sheet was lost and replaced by a later 
substitution. The leaf C. S. 172 fol. 123 formed one quaternion with Pal. 
287 fol. 3-9; now this fol. 123 is a single leaf corresponding to Pal. 287 
fol. 9 which is likewise single. Pal. 287 fol. 57 ends a quaternion. 

Euripides: the block of Euripidean tragedies stood originally in the 
succession Palat. 287 fol. 58-211 (Androm., Med., Suppl. Rhes., Ion, 
Iph. Taur., Iph. Aul., Danaé fragment, Hippol., Alc., Troad., Bacch., Cycl., 
Herachdae 1-1002) + Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 1-83 (Heraclidae 1003—end, 


**5 This argument is written in a slightly different script, though it was probably 
the main hand. There is a resemblance between this script and that of the end of 
the Danaé fragment on fol. 148r (cf. above, note 244). 

*** On this Thoman headline of Orestes, cf. above, p. 172. 


Google 


262 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


Herc. Fur., Hel., El., Hec., Orest., Phoen.). 'The Florentine part continues 
the Heraclidae immediately following the line in which the Palatine part 
ends. The leaf Palat. 287 fol. 58 begins a quaternion. At the end of the 
entire Euripidean part, Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 74-81 form & quaternion and 
fol. 82 and 83 are single leaves. It seems that these two single leaves 
belong to the quaternion extending over the beginning of the Aeschylean 
part, for at the beginning of the Aeschylus part we find in Palat. 287 fol. 
213—216 the rest of a quaternion from which two initial leaves are missing 
in the Palatine ms. and are to be identified with C. S. 172 fol. 82-83. 


Aeschylus: The Aeschylean triad is exhibited entirely in one of the mss. 
in question, viz., inthe Palatinus 287 fol. 213-236 (Prom., Septem, Persae). 


The beginning of the Aeschylean part in the Palatinus belongs to a 
former quaternion which was torn asunder so that its former part now 
concludes the Euripidean part in the Conv. Soppr. 172, while its latter 
part begins the Aeschylean part in the Palatinus 287. This former quater- 
nion looked originally as follows (in the diagram below, CS marks Con- 
venti Soppressi 172 and Pal marks Palatinus 287, the figures beneath these 
symbols mark the present folio numbers) : 


CS C8 Pad Pal Pal Pal Pal Pal 
82 83 æ 218 214 y 215 216 


From this original quaternion, two single leaves cut off from this gathering 
conclude in the Conv. Soppr. 172 as folios 82-83 the Euripidean text 
entirety of P. Folio z and the other half of the sheet, folio y, are lost. 
Folio z probably contained preliminary matter to Aeschylus (Life of 
Aeschylus and argument to Prometheus) ; the other half of the sheet, folio 
y, contained Aesch. Prom. 215-324 which lines are missing now (between 
fol. 214 and 215). In the Palatinus 287, folio 213 begins now the Aeschy- 
lean part (folios 213-214 belong to one sheet, fol. 215 and 216 are single). 
The formation of the above quaternion shows that Aeschylus followed 
Euripides in the original volume. 


Most probably, in that original volume, Sophocles (which was a self- 
contained aggregation of quires, not overlapping into gatherings containing 
other tragedians) preceded the connected series Euripides + Aeschylus. If 
so, the original volume would have been composed thus: 
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Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. a Saphaciek 
Palat. 287 fol. 3-57 

Palat. 287 fol. 58-211 j arpide 
Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 1-83 

Palat. 287 fol. 213-236 Aeschylus 


Somebody tore out of that original volume a part of Sophocles (Conv. 
Soppr. 172 fol. 84-123) and a part of Euripides (Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 
1-83), and transposed them in forming the present Conventi Soppressi 172. 
What remained in the original volume, was bound in the original sequence 
in the Palatinus 287: fol. 3-57 the latter part of Sophocles, fol. 58—211 
the former part of Euripides, fol. 213-236 Aeschylus. This is the most 
probable solution of the problem of the original composition of the entire 
volume.?*' The other possibility would be to assume that the original 
sequence of that volume was Euripides + Aeschylus, Sophocles. In such 
a case, the original volume would have looked thus: 


Palat. 287 fol. 58-211 S 
Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 1-83 } Burpides 
Palat. 287 fol. 213-236 Aeschylus 
Conv. Soppr. 172 fol. 84-123 

Palat. 287 fol. 3-57 j A 


347 Prinz, Euripidis Hecuba (Euripidis fabulae I 3 [11883]) p. VI, postulated for 
the original volume the same sequence: Sophocles, Euripides, Aeschylus. Prinz also 
referred to a table of contents in the Conventi Soppressi 172 on fol. 1 which was 
erased and was supposed, according to Prinz, to indicate that very sequence of texts 
in the original volume P. However, this table of contents has no relevance at all 
to the problem in question. The preliminary folio I is a parchment leaf of a different 
kind from that of the Conventi Soppressi 172 (and, by the same token, from that 
of Palat. 287) and is ruled differently. I have examined an ultraviolet photograph 
of that preliminary folio If of Conv. Soppr. 172. At the top, there is a headline: 
ʻO miva followed by a headpiece, and in the next line: Táð’ dori év rade rH BiBXo, 
both lines written in a careful handwriting of the 14th century, clearly visible. The 
rest of the page, below that headline, was erased. The erased table of contents was 
divided in three sections, separated by horizontal lines. In the first section (3 lines), 
the last line o]ió(rovs ripayvos is somehow legible. In the second section, there were 
4 lines: in the first line rpa*ye]óía: (7) evpirldov, in the next line possibly é]xá85 was 
indicated, in the third line é]péorns, the last line of the section possibly indicated 
@lolvccat (?). The next section (4 lines) obviously pertained to Aeschylus whose 
name was conceivably indicated in the first line. Then, in the following three lines, 
we read v]pounóeós | éwrà éwl OnBas | wé]pca:. The following section (3 lines) is 
illegible. After a horizontal line below that section, there may have been another 
section entirely erased — or nothing more was written. If in the first section only 
the triad of Sophocles was indicated, this table of contents could not pertain to the 
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This would mean that, after the separation of the two groups, the sections 
destined to form the Conv. Soppr. 172 were bound in a natural succession 
(considering their former location). However, the parts remaining for the 
Palat, 287 were transposed so that the rest of Sophocles would get to the 
beginning of the volume, instead of remaining at the end. For my part, 
I consider the succession Sophocles, Euripides, Aeschylus more probable. 
May I also remind the reader that in the Laur. 32, 2 (L), which is a 
remarkable counterpart of P, the sequence of the tragedians (we dismiss 
Hesiod) is likewise Sophocles, Euripides, Aeschylus, i.e., the sequence indi- 
cated by Triclinius for the binding of L (without any cogent indications 
resulting from an overlapping of authors in bordering quires). 


The ms. P includes (we disregard the fragment of the spurious Danae) 
19 plays of Euripides, all of them without scholia. Among them, there are 
in this manuscript 9 “ annotated ” or “select ” plays: Andromache, Medea, 
Rhesus, Hippolytus, Alcestis, Troades, Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae — and 
10 “ unannotated " or “ non-select ” or “ alphabetic ” plays: Supplices, Ion, 
Iph. Taur. Iph. Aul, Bacchae, Cyclops, Heraclidae, Hercules Furens, 
Helena, Electra. In comparison with the similar ms. L, this ms. P has, 
among the annotated plays, the T'roades which is not represented in L, 
and has the same unannotated plays, with a very important difference: the 
Bacchae in P is complete, its text in P counts 1392 lines (I disregard here 
the question of mutilations and omissions in its final part), while in L the 
text of Bacchae is not continued beyond line 755, so that for the latter 
part of Bacchae the ms. P is the only source. At any rate, the two mss. L 
and P are the only manuscript carriers of the text tradition for the 10 
unannotated plays. 


THE RELATIONSHIP OF L AND P 


The problem of the mutual relationship of L and P has a very interesting 
history in the scholarship of the past 80 years, and we are bound to analyze 
this question most carefully. I should prefer to give a systematic presenta- 
tion of the facts without a discussion of the views formulated on this subject 


original entire volume P, and the same negative conclusion results from the fact 
that only three lines were devoted to Euripides, beginning obviously with the triad, 
which certainly was not at the beginning (but at the end) of the Euripidean part 
of P. Consequently, this preliminary folio I of the Conventi Soppressi 172 must be 
a leaf taken from some other source, and the notes, whatever the time of their 
writing was, pertained neither to the entire volume P nor to the Florentine nor to 
the Palatine part of P. We can simply dismiss that erased page as an alien and 
irrelevant element. — The verso page, fol. I*, carries in Latin a note of contents and 
& detailed index of contents, both pertaining to the present contents of Conventi 
Soppressi 172 only (without reference to the end of Heraclidae). 
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in the past, but since the problem has been complicated by many erroneous 
ideas we shall have to lead the course of our demonstration through a criti- 
cal discussion of various opinions, past and present, on the problem. After 
some mistaken ideas have gained considerable ground during the past 60 
years, we have to make a vigorous effort to test them thoroughly. 

The texts of L and P show a divergence only in the triad, in Hecuba, 
Orestes, Phoenissae. In these plays, L and P differ considerably, and I shall 
leave out for the time being the question of the triad texts in L and P, 
though at the end of our discussion I shall revert to this problem. Except 
for the triad, L and P agree closely both in the other 5 annotated plays 
that are transmitted in both of them, viz.: Alcestis, Andromache, Htppoly- 
tus, Medea, Rhesus — and in the 10 unannotated plays, viz.: Bacchae, Cy- 
clops, Electra, Helena, Heraclidae, Hercules Furens, Ion, Iphigenia Auli- 
densis, Iphigenia Taurica, Supplices. 

Rudolf Prinz, who practically rediscovered the ms. Conventi Soppressi 
172 for scholarly use, observed in 1872 (at a time when its connection with 
Palat. 287 was still unnoticed) that Conv. Soppr. 172 (i.e., the Florentine 
part of P) and Laurentianus 32, 2 (L) certainly stemmed from one arche- 
type,?*? and he held the same view ?*? in his first edition of Medea (1878). 
Wilamowitz (1875) thought ?*^ that Conv. Soppr. 172 was described from 
L at the end of the 14'*^ century, before L was interpolated by what we now 
know to be the hand of Demetrius Triclinius (and at the same time he 
assumed that Palat. 287 was derived from, or related to, the source of L). 
But in 1889 Wilamowitz **' repudiated most emphatically the idea of P 
being an apograph of L. 

Girolamo Vitelli had definite ideas about the relationship of P to L which 
he formulated 7°? on several occasions between 1880 and 1895. He thought 
that, both in annotated and in unannotated plays, P was a copy of a copy 
of L and that, in the annotated plays, this intermediate copy of L was 
interpolated with readings of other manuscripts.*5* Vitelli emphasized that 


*** Cf. Rudolf Prinz, Jahrbücher fiir classische Philologie 105 (1872) p. 527. 

*** Cf. Rudolfus Prinz, Euripidis Medea (Euripidis fabulae I, 1. Lipsiae, 1878) 
p. Vir. 
330° Cf. Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea pp. 6 f. 

*" Cf. Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 208 note 174. 

*5'* Cf. Girolamo Vitelli, Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica 8 (1880) pp. 
402, 514 (on Electra) ; Museo Italiano di antichità classica 3 (1890) cols. 296 f. 
(on Medea); Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 1 (1895) p. 378 (on 
Iph. Taur.); Vitelli in: Henricus van Herwerden, Evpuridov EXeyn (Lugduni-Bata- 
vorum, 1895) pp. vif. (on Medea and Iph. Taur.). 

#53 Vitelli (in van Herwerden, Evpuridov EXery p. VII) stressed the need of demon- 
strating this relationship of L and P for each play. In his published contributions, 
Vitelli considered that the above view was proved with regard to Electra, Iphigenia 
Taurica, and Medea. Vitelli's views were followed by: Augusto Mancini, Rivista 
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L was copied before it was corrected by the interpolator *** who is generally 
symbolized (since Prinz, 1878) by the symbol 1. The opposite belief was 
represented by Wilamowitz (1889) who **5 stated his view that for the 9 
unannotated plays the ms. P was derived from the same source as L, and 
that the ms. P was valuable by its attesting the original readings of the 
common source and by helping thus to discover the original readings of L 
often obliterated by its correctors. 

Wecklein, influenced by Vitelli, took over Vitelli’s ideas, but modified 
and elaborated them in a somewhat different way. In a study of 1899, 
Wecklein asserted, especially on palaeographic grounds, that P is a direct 
copy of L in the 9 unannotated plays: Cyclops, Electra, Helena, Heraclidae, 
Hercules Furens, Ion, Iphigenia Aulidensis, Iphigenia Taurica, Supplices.?** 
For Bacchae, he assumed that P derived from another source — for obvious 
reasons, because P has the end of the play which is missing in L and because 
P has a more correct text of Bacchae even in that part which is exhibited 
both in L and P. For the annotated plays, Wecklein did not express a 
definite clear-cut view, though he seemed to accept Vitelli's idea about the 
derivation of Medea in P from L (even a direct derivation, as compared 
with the indirect derivation postulated by Vitelli). On the whole, Wecklein 
accepted the idea that, in the annotated plays, the manuscript P, while 
deriving from L, was influenced by other manuscripts.?57 

The palaeographical proofs for the direct derivation of P from L which 
were adduced by Wecklein ?** tended to show that the shape or appearance 


di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 2 (1896) pp. 401 f., 485 f., and van Herwerden, 
Evpiridov EXern p. VII, with regard to Helena; Mancini, Rivista di storia antica e 
scienze affini 4 (1899) p. 15, with regard to Cyclops; Alexander Olivieri, Rivista di 
filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 2 (1896) p. 484, with regard to Electra. 

354 Actually, already Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea p. 7, had formulated the view 
that L was copied (by Conv. Soppr. 172, as he thought) before being interpolated. 

258 Cf. Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie pp. 208 f. 

35e Cf, Nik. Wecklein, “ Beiträge zur Kritik des Euripides V," Sitzungsberichte 
der philosophisch-philologischen und der historischen Classe der k. b. Akademie der 
Wissenschaften zu München, Jahrgang 1899, II pp. 297 ff.; cf. pp. 313 f.: “ jedenfalls 
steht fest, dass P (G) in den oben genannten neun Stücken eine direkte Abschrift 
aus L ist und dass P, ausgenommen die Bakchen, in denen uns die neben L benützte 
Handschrift nicht erhalten ist, und die Troades, welche in L fehlen, keinen selb- 
stindigen Wert hat." Also cf. Wecklein, Euripidis fabulae I, 4: Electra (1898), 
Praemonitum; I, 6: Helena (1898); II, 1: Iph. Taur. (1898); II, 2: Supplices 
(1898); II, 4: Heraclidae (1898); II, 5: Hercules (1899); II, 6: Iph. Taur. 
(1899) — under Notarum indez. 

357 Cf. Wecklein, Sitzungsberichte Akademie München, philos.-philol. und histor. 
Cl. 1899, II pp. 313 f.; Teztkritische Studien zu den griechischen Tragikern p. 65; 
Euripidis fabulae I, 1: Medea? pp. viru f.; I, 2: Alcestis? Praefatio, note *. 

359 Cf, Wecklein, Sitzungsberichte Akademie München, philos.-philol. und histor. 
Cl. 1899, II pp. 297-310. Also cf. Wecklein, “ Beiträge zur Kritik des Euripides III," 


Google 


MSS. L AND P, AND THE TRICLINIAN REVISION OF FIFTEEN PLAYS 267 


of some words in L was likely to cause misreadings by P. Most of those 
cases are not cogent. With regard to many errors in P which Wecklein 
quoted as being a result of indistinct script of L misread by P, I want to 
stress that in most of those cases the writing of L is very clear and does 
not suggest any likelihood of being misread. E.g., contrary to the state- 
ments of Wecklein, the writing of L is entirely distinct in the cases below 
in which P shows an error (in many of the following cases words in L have 
endings written in abbreviations, and these abbreviations are entirely clear): 

Cyclops 498 virayxaA((ov Li: brayxaA(ovs P; Heraclid. 701 atv L: py P; 
Heraclid. 915 xpot(e L: xpotovs P; Herc. Fur. 234 wor’ L: écr' P; Iph. 
Taur. 11 é\Anvexov Li: éAAqvucjy P? (-oy P?) ; Iph. Taur. 91 vépav L: vépas P ; 
Iph. Taur. 192 wravais L! (mravaiow Lt): wravois P; Iph. Taur. 263 áypós 
L: appos P; Iph. Taur. 281 mérpav L: mérpos P; Iph. Taur. 503 prius 
POoveis L: $povás P; Iph. Taur. 552 Saves L: 8«vós P; Iph. Taur. 556 
mais L: vos P; Iph. Taur. 669 $04cas L: dpacas P; Iph. Taur. 1018 
AaBeiv 0' L: Aabeiv 0" P; Iph. Taur. 1028 8w$0ápueo0a Li: dtepappecba P; 
Iph. Taur. 1350 vpópav L: mpúpos P. Some cases should not have been 
quoted at all by Wecklein.2*® The case Cycl. 506 céApa yaspos L: ocAas 
GaCpos P is interesting, because it proves just the contrary of what Weck- 
lein intended to show. oéAyga is so clear in L that it could hardly be misread 
as acAas ?*? (only yacpós in L has such a shape that it could be misread as 
SaSpos). Obviously, the scribe of P had a different manuscript before his 
eyes, viz., the common source of LP. The same goes for Electra 730 àovs 
L: e&6is P. The word dois is written in L so clearly that P must have been 
influenced by a different exemplar. 

There is a famous case in which L is patently wrong and P is correct: 
Iph. Taur. 1006 yvvaweoy L with an absolutely clear abbreviation for the 
ending: yvvaxòs P. The reading of L violates in that verse Porson's Canon, 
and, obviously, yvvawós in P is the correct reading. Wecklein tried to 
explain the case saying that P misread the abbreviation -ev in L and wrote 
-os Which just by accident happened to be the correct reading. 

Wecklein erred when he wanted to explain some common errors of LP, 
i.e., errors of their common source (and there were many, many of them), 
by assuming that P copied those erroneous readings from L, e.g.: Electra 


Sitzungsberichte Akademie München, philos.-philol. und histor. Cl. 1897, I pp. 446 f.; 
Wecklein, Teztkritische Studien zu den griechischen Tragikern pp. 61-65. 

159 E.g., Hel. 62 rais L and most probably P! (as is suggested also by the position 
of the circumflex in P): mös P?! or P». The note of Wecklein (in his edition) on L: 
* litterae ac paululum evanuerunt, ut w esse videatur" should refer to P, not to L. 

269 Cf. the doubts of August Heisenberg in Wecklein, Sitzungsberichte Akademie 
Miinchen, philos.-philol. und histor. Cl. 1899, II p. 299; Paul Maas, Gnomon 2 (1926) 
p. 156; Denys L. Page, Euripides Medea. The Text Edited With Introduction and 
Commentary (Oxford, 1938) p. XLVI note 2. 
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363 rò yğðos LP; Electra 633 Aéfov LP: 8ovrAwy L? (probably Lt = Tri- 
clinius; this was retouched by a later corrector who wanted to make the 
previous correction SovAwy a little clearer); Iph. Taur. 857 Aéxwy L!P**: 
Aékrpoy Lt: Azov? P; Iph. Taur. 1263 ddopar’ óve(pov vulgo edit.] dopar’ 
6 L!P! : $dopar' óveipov Lt: dacpara P?. The common flaws of these readings 
by the respective first hands of L and P are to be charged to the common 
source of L and P. 

Quite naturally, many mistakes of P were made by the scribe P because 
of his misreading his exemplar (i.e, the common source of LP), e.g.: 
Helena 1317 abydQov & L: atAd(wov & P; Iph. Taur. 163 oiygpàs L: otynpas 
P! (oiygpàs P?). Misreading v as y was rather a triviality. The fact that 
ya resembled Aa in that source shows that the source of LP had a script 
similar to that of the main scribe of L. Was that immediate source of LP 
(the ® of Wilamowitz in 1875, and the S of Prinz) perhaps written about 
1300 a.p.? And did it possibly include Thoman texts of Sophocles and of 
the Aeschylean and Euripidean triads which were then copied indepen- 
dently by L and P?**"' It is certainly a possibility. If that source of 
LP had a script similar to that of L, then this would explain the cases 
like: Suppl. 64> 8Befurípovss L: SeAcrvpovs P! (Befurópovss P?); Suppl. 171 
&evpo. kai L: é€wpor kai P! (éfopoe [xai] P? and Sevpo xai P?Y^) 292 

On the whole, it seems that most examples given by Wecklein to prove 
the graphical causes for L being misread by the scribe of P while he directly 
copied L were a product of Wecklein’s a priori attitude and biased imagina- 
tion, and they were treated with due scepticism by Gilbert Murray. At 
any rate, the theory of Wecklein was implemented in his own edition and 
subsequently followed by the editors of the Budé Euripides ?** and endorsed 
by some scholars.” Yet, there were a considerable number of scholars who 


761 In that source, the triad of Euripides, strongly interpolated with Thoman 
readings, was subsequently affected by many more Moschopulean and Thoman inter- 
polations, before it was copied in the volume P. On the Euripidean triad in L and P, 
cf. below, pp. 298 ff. On the Thoman text of Sophocles in Laur. 32, 2—and on a 
Thoman Sophocles (with a partly Moschopulean triad) in Conv. Soppr. 172 + Palat. 
287: cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 34, 41, 42 f., and Sophocles Recension of 
Moschopulus pp. 154f. On the Thoman text of Aeschylus in Laur. 32, 2 and in 
Palat. 287, cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 74, 69 f. 

262 On this case, cf. Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea p. 86; Wecklein, Sitzungs- 
berichte Akademie München, philos.-philol. und histor. Cl. 1899, II pp. 307 ff.; Page, 
Euripides Medea p. XLVII note 2. 

263 Gilbert Murray, Euripidis fabulae I (Oxonii, [1902]), Praefatio p. [vr]. 

264 Cf, Léon Parmentier-Henri Grégoire, Euripide (Collection Budé) III (Paris, 
[(1923]) pp. 1ff.; Louis Méridier, Euripide I (1925) p. xxvii, at first believed that 
L and P were copied independently from a common source, but then joined the 
coéditors of the Budé edition in accepting the Wecklein theory. 

205 Pau] Maas, Gnomon 2 (1926) p. 156, in accepting the derivation theory followed 
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opposed the Vitelli-Wecklein theory ** and believed that L and P were 
gemelh.?*' 

It is absolutely obvious that the whole question of the relationship of L 
and P must be re-examined and that the derivation theory of Vitelli- 
Wecklein raises grave doubts. I think that the very fact of the identification 
of the corrector | as Demetrius Triclinius upsets the Wecklein theory of P 
being a direct apograph of L made before the correction by | took place. 
For this would mean that P was copied from L at some time before 1320, 
the approximate date postulated by us for the revision of L by Triclinius. 
The manuscript P most probably is of the 14% century, and I grant that 
P may be dated even as early as ca. 1340 A.p."** But I do not think that 
many followers of the Wecklein theory would cling so anxiously to that 
theory as to assert now that the ms. P, in the 9 unannotated plays, was 
copied from L just before Triclinius began making his revision of L. But 


rather the view of Vitelli that P is a copy of a copy of L and thought that in that 
intermediate copy some of the annotated plays were supplied with variants from 
other sources. Maas, Teztkritik? (1950) p. 18 (Teztkritik? in Gercke-Norden, Ein- 
leitung in die Altertumswissenschaft I*, 7 [1927] p. 13), stated, on the basis of 
Wecklein, that for the 9 unannotated plays the ms. P stems from L. Pasquali, 
Storia della tradizione e critica del testo* p. 36 note 1, accepted, for the 9 unan- 
notated plays, the derivation theory, although to him Wecklein's palaeographical 
proofs had only subsidiary value. Jacqueline Duchemin, Euripide, Le Cyclope, 
édition critique et commentée (Bibliothéque de l'École des hautes études. Sciences 
historiques et philologiques, 288. Paris, 1945) p. Iv, accepts (for Cyclops) the view 
that P is a copy of L. Page, Euripides Medea p. XLVII, seems to accept, for the 
unannotated plays, the theory of Wecklein, though he has some doubts with regard 
to the palaeographical proofs. Cf. E. R. Dodds, Euripides Bacchae (Oxford, 1944) 
p. LI; A. M. Dale, Euripides Alcestis (Oxford, 1954) p. xxx. 

266 Cf, the criticisms by L. Radermacher, Góttingische gelehrte Anzeigen 161 (1899) 
pp. 092 f., and by Gilbert Murray, Euripidis fabulae I, Praefatio pp. [vi] f.; II, 
Praefatio pp. [111] f. 

207 Cf. C. Robert, Hermes 13 (1878) pp. 135 f. — Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die 
attische Tragódie p. 208, believed that L and P stemmed from the same manuscript. 
Later, Wilamowitz, Euripides Ion (Berlin, 1926) p. 25, professed that P stemmed 
from the source of L or rather from a gemellus of L. — Murray, Euripidis fabulae I, 
Praefatio pp. [vr] f., held that L and P stemmed from one source. — A. S. Owen, 
Euripides Ion (Oxford, 1939) p. XLII, quoted Wilamowitz on L and P, and made no 
mention of Wecklein. — F. A. Paley, Euripides III (1860) p. xxi, had already 
asserted, with regard to L and to the then known Palatine part of P, that they were 
gemelli. 

308 E.g., the Laur. 31, 8 (cf. above, p. 227 note 208; Eduard Fraenkel, Aeschylus 
Agamemnon I plate II), which was most probably written in the second quarter of 
the 14th century, is somewhat similar in the neat ductus of its writing to the ms, P. 
We can compare with P also the script of the Paris grec 1601 (of 1323 A.D.), of 
which a specimen is reproduced in Omont, Fac-similés des manuscrits grecs datés 
de la Bibliothèque Nationale du IXe au XIVe siècle plate 78/11 (cf. ibidem, Notice 
des planches p. 16). 
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even this assertion would be untenable in the light of our analysis made 
below. We have also to take into consideration that now, after the rela- 
tively early date for the corrector J has been established and the difficulty, 
if not impossibility, to date P even earlier than Triclinius has become 
apparent, some adherents of the derivation theory will revive the Vitelli 
theory about an intermediate copy lying between L and P. 


They may say that, granted a late date of P, we can still imagine that 
this intermediate direct copy of L from which (according to Vitelli) P was 
copied may have been made directly from L before the time of its revision 
by Triclinius. I prefer to anticipate such an objection and, therefore, I am 
going to make a re-examination of essential data, in order to show that both 
the Wecklein theory of a direct derivation of P from L and the Vitelli 
theory of an indirect derivation are impossible and entirely wrong. I shall 
apply my analysis of the essential facts to 9 unannotated plays only, just 
because Wecklein covered with his theory the 9 unannotated plays only 
(without Bacchae) — although I am perfectly aware that there is not any 
reason why the Bacchae or even the annotated plays (let us say, without 
the triad) exhibited in both mss. should be excluded from our analysis. 
But in limiting our discussion in its first stage to these 9 unannotated plays 
I am giving the followers of the Vitelli-Wecklein theory the fullest advan- 
tage in fighting them, so to say, on their own conditions. 


Let us establish some essential considerations. Whatever I am going to 
state about the possible relationship of P to L, applies by the same token 
io the relationship of the imaginary intermediate copy (postulated by 
Vitelli) to L, because we can presume that P would faithfully represent 
ihat intermediate copy if there was any intermediate copy at all. This is 
the first question: °° 


Did the scribe of P know the corrections by | (= Lt = Demetrius Tri- 
clinius) in L? 'The answer by Vitelli and Wecklein was: no. And, as a 
matter of fact, one of the most essential elements in the construction of 
Wecklein was that P was copied from L before L was interpolated by that 
later interpolator, and this point of view was also shared by the Budé 
editors. At least, this fact is unanimously agreed upon by all scholars 
concerned, namely, that P did not know the interpolations of l. 

Indeed, there are many proofs of the fact that P did not know Lt (or 
l in the notation of recent editors). To this effect, we can, first of all, cite 
the situation in the lyrics of P: Triclinian interpolations in the lyrics were 
evidently unknown to P. And there are many examples of the same situa- 
tion throughout the text of Euripides, as a glance at the apparatus of 
Prinz-Wecklein or Murray shows easily and conclusively. I shall quote 


26° Cf. Radermacher, Góttingische gelehrte Anzeigen 161 (1899) pp. 692 f. 
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some examples of this situation (I am doing this for the sake of systematic 
completeness in my analysis, even though this point is not contested by 
anybody) : 

Heraclid. 200 4 yap aicyvvy <rdpos> Reiske, vulgo edit.] ý yàp aicxvvy 
(vacuo spatio in fine relicto et voce Aeím(«) supra lineam scripta) L/: 
ý yàp aigxúm Bápos (voce Aere erasa) Lt (the hand of Triclinius in Bapos 
is unmistakable): 4 yàp aicyóvg P+: (5 eraso) év8eos yàp aicxvvg P?. This 
shows conclusively that the scribe of P (or of that postulated intermediate 
copy) did not have Bápos before his eyes. — Iph. Taur. 1263 ¢dcpar’ 6 L'P!: 
$dopar' óveipoy Lt: $dopara P?.— Iph. Taur. 1380 inter jv» et réyéar] 
lacuna ?'? (in qua vox Aere, fortasse exarata erat) L*: lacuna voce Aere 
supra lineam exarata P!: óore py (voce Aeire, siquidem antea exarata erat, 
erasa) Lt: vaváras (voce Aetre deleta) P?. — Iph. Taur. 1404 inter èx et 
éropibas] lacuna 6—7 litt. (voce Aecre fortasse supra lineam exarata) L': 
lacuna 6 litt. Pt: BaAóvres Lt: xepov P?. 

In all these defective original readings, P! agrees naturally with L'. In 
the pertinent corrections by L* in the above cases, the handwriting of Tri- 
clinius is easily identified. The fact that the original scribe of P, i.e., P!, 
was not affected at all by the example of Triclinius’ interpolations shows 
conclusively that those interpolations were unknown to the scribe of P 
(or likewise unknown to the scribe of the postulated intermediate copy 
which would be a direct copy of L and the direct source of P). I can 
adduce some more similar examples of Lt being unknown to P : cf. Heraclid. 
116 mpós rovrov aywy L!P: xpos rovd’ ayov rs Lt; Iph. Aul. 1034 áygp L'P: 
amp ov ye Lt; Iph. Taur. 539 às $aciv L! ds $aow P: as ye daciv Lt; Iph. 
Taur. 622 obxovy LiP: oix[ov] Lt; Iph. Taur. 636 re 6«aàs L'P : 7’ êk Beas 


a 
Lt; Iph. Taur. 1285 rgo8e yys vov L!P: on ys xus litteris suprascriptis 
ordinem correxit Lt; Suppl. 373 8' om. L!P: add. Lt. 

I should say that even the corrections of the original scribes of L, i.e., 
corrections L»* (not Lt or J), which were made at the time of the manu- 
script L being completed, even those early corrections were unknown to P, 
as is shown by this example: Suppl. 111 Aóyov L**P!: yóoy LP, and P? by 
a later hand (probably of the Renaissance time) which must have drawn 
the correction from L. Wecklein’s note in his apparatus ('Aóyov LP, 
yoov lp”) is misleading, for the correction yóoy was made in L by the 
original scribe L — and yet P did not have it before his eyes! But let us 
leave this question of L»* being unknown to P in abeyance for the time 
being, for this is not essential for our demonstration. Only I should like 
io take this opportunity to warn the reader that in his apparatus Wecklein 
occasionally twisted the notation of the manuscript evidence to make it fit 


270 On the lacunae Iph. Taur. 1380 and 1404, cf. below, p. 290. 
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his theory.?! Of course, cases of Triclinian readings introduced from Lt 
into both parts of P by later hands are irrelevant here.?'? We are interested 
here only in the first original scribe of P, and above we have recorded a 
corroboration of the generally accepted fact that P: (or the hypothetical 
intermediate copy between L and P as postulated by Vitelli) did not know 
the interpolations of Triclinius in L symbolized by 1 in recent editions and 
by L* in the present study. 

If elements introduced into L by Lt were unknown to P (or to that 
hypothetical intermediate copy), and if it is asserted that L was copied 


271 E.g., Ion 798 this is the actual situation: [?95«] L ña: P. Who made the 
erasure in L, we do not know. We cannot determine with absolute certainty whether 
the deletion was done by L» or by Lt. I personally think that it was done by Lt 
(probably for some metrical reasons). Wecklein states in his apparatus: “ ¢éAa 
erasum in L, om. P, add. p". This statement on the original omission of ¢iAa: by P 
and its addition by p (one of the manus correctrices) is false, because iña: is 
written in P by the first hand. It seems that Wecklein thought that the deletion 
of $(Aav in L was made by Le so that P, according to hia theory, could not have 
written it. Therefore, Wecklein had to assume that it was added in P by a later 
hand. 

272 Let us consider, e.g., the following case: Iph. Aul. 1417 \éyw ráde vacuo spatio 
relicto ibique Aeírec scripto L!: Aéyo rdde vacuo spatio relicto et voce Aeír(e«) supra 
lineam scripta P!: Aéye ráð’ obdey ovdéy e)Aagovuérg Lt (voce Aelwe: erasa): Aéyw 
Táð’ ovè» ovddr’ e0Aafgovuérg P? (voce Aelw(ec) erasa). Of course, the very late hand 
P? took over that supplement from Lt at a time when the present Palatine part of 
P was compared with L, probably early in the 16th century. It may have happened 
either in Florence or in Rome (considering the fact that L was with the Laurentian 
library in Rome in the period ca. 1510-1522), and the Palatine part of P could be 
carried freely by Musurus or some of his friends up to 1511 when he presented it 
to his friend Carlo. Even after that date, the ms. must have remained for some 
time in Italy. And the Florentine part of P (Conv. Soppr. 172) could be compared 
with L in Florence at any time (except for the period ca. 1510-1522, when L waa 
in Rome). However, there are in the Conv. Soppr. 172 fewer corrections than in 
the Palat. 287. At any rate, the above case has nothing to do with the problem of 
the original relationship of L and P. And it is astonishing that Wecklein, Tezt- 
kritische Studien zu den griechischen Tragikern pp. 64 f., quoted this case to sup- 
port his thesis of P copying L. There is an analogous case Herc. Fur. 924 ¢&€Bade 
om. L!P!: é£é8aXe LtP?. Of course, P! did not know Lt, and only at a later time did 
P? take over é£égaAe from Lt during a comparison of the two mss. — There are other 
puzzling references in Wecklein intended to bolster his thesis. E.g., Wecklein, Tezt- 
kritische Studien p. 62, quotes the case Iph. Taur. 898 and implies that the situation 
in L prompted P to make the omission of avei. The true situation is as follows: 
Iph. Taur. 898 the word gavet was written by L? at the end of the colon. Then, 
a corrector (I am sure that it was Lt, though this is irrelevant) erased $a»rei at the 
end of the colon and wrote avei close to the beginning of the following colon. Now, 
the word $a»e: is omitted by P, which was just an oversight of P, and this oversight 
could not have been influenced by the ms. L (even if for the sake of argument we 
accept here Wecklein's theory), because there was not any moment or any situation 
in L in which the word avei would be missing in L. 
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directly by P (or by that intermediate copy which was in its turn copied 
by P) before L was revised by Lt, then it stands to reason that elements 
omitted by L, or omitted by L? even though they were added by Lt, should 
not appear in P by the original scribe of P. What we mean to say is that 
situations symbolized by a notation “om. L: habet P ? or “om. L}: habent 
L:P ” would contradict or rather refute the Vitelli-Wecklein theory of the 
derivation of P (or of that intermediate copy) from L at the time when L 
was still not affected by Lt. Likewise, a reading patently incorrect or corrupt 
in L?, though it was corrected by Lt, should not (according to Vitelli- 
Wecklein) appear in P in that Triclinian corrected form, unless one tries 
to evade the difficulty by saying that P found the correction coincidentally 
but independently through his own conjecture! The evidence of LP from 
the above points of view requires a close scrutiny. Let us look at the fol- 
lowing cases: 


Cycl. 456 drogivas L? : éarofvvas L'P. We can make a typical comment 
on such a case. If P did not know Lt and knew only L!, why did P not copy 
dmofivas, but wrote the metrically correct ééamofóvas? This word is awag 
eipyuévov: if this was a conjectural correction by P of a metrical defect, 
how did it happen that a correction of P coincided with a correction of Lt? 
The difficulty disappears if we assume that L and P are gemelli, that é£azo- 
évvas was in the common source of LP, that P copied the word from that 
source, that Triclinius in collating L with that source corrected, on the 
basis of that source, the oversight of L'. The implications of the whole 
problem of the relationship of L and P are aptly demonstrated in this 
example."? I continue quoting below more examples of a similar kind. 

Cycl. 561 8€ oor ws L! : 8€ coe y’ ómros LtP. 

Electra 132 Auróv om. L': add. Lt, habet P. 

Electra 772 8 om. L' : add. Lt, habet P. 

Electra 1198 pe om. L?: add. Lt, habet P. 

Herc. Fur. 421 dwp L': vépav L'P. 

Ion 345 roù ’orw om. L’: add. Lt, habet P. 

Ion 813 £évos om. (vacuo spatio relicto) L>: gévos L'P. 

Ion 847 ei yap om. (vacuo spatio relicto) L!: ei ydp L'P. The original 
scribe L! simply was unable to decipher the words ei ydp in his source, so 
he left a blank space, in which later Triclinius wrote the missing words. 
The same situation occurred in the above case Jon 813; it is interesting to 
see how in this case Triclinius tried to adapt his script to the handwriting 
of the scribe of that section of L (cf. above, p. 250 note 235). 

Iph. Taur. 268 öv om. L^: òv LP. 


373 The acceptance of the gemelli thesis would, of course, solve the doubts of 
Murray about the soundness of the passage in the Cyclops as well as the doubts of 
Liddell-Scott, sub voce é{arogvvw. 
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Iph. Taur. 1071 re om. Lt: ve add. Lt, habet P. 


Of course, Wecklein had the tendency to attribute vaguely some of the 
above corrections in L not tol (Lt = Triclinius), but to a different corrector. 
He used the term “ postmodum additum in L” on additions in £l. 132, 
Ion 345, Ion 813, Ion 847, for obviously he was anxious not to upset his 
derivation theory by attributing these corrections (as he should have done) 
to his corrector | (= our Lt) whom he considered later than P. Still he 
could not help attributing to the corrector | (= Lt = Triclinius) the cor- 
rections in Cycl. 456, Cycl. 561, El. 772, El. 1198, Iph. Taur. 268, Iph. 
Taur. 1071 — and, in a somewhat different case, Herc. Fur. 421. I should 
like to point out that all the collations of L published by Vitelli and his 
pupils and by Wecklein seem to be influenced by the a priori theories of 
those two scholars. Yet, a direct study of the ms. L and especially of the 
passages quoted above has convinced me that the corrections or additions 
marked by me L* were not made by one of the scribes of L, but by Triclinius 
himself whose handwriting can be recognized by any person familiar with 
the autographs of Triclinius. 


But even if somebody should doubt the identification of the above cor- 
rections in L as made by L*, there cannot be the slightest doubt that the 
argument to Heraclidae, a longer passage in L (fol. 897), is written in that 
neat calligraphic script of Triclinius which one will recognize at the first 
glance. Now, the main scribe of L left a part of the page blank between 
the end of Cyclops and the beginning of Heraclidae — obviously, that blank 
space was reserved for the argument, which, however, the scribe did not 
write. It was written later, along with the index personarum, by Lt (Tri- 
clinius) who took it, naturally, from the source of L with which he collated 
the manuscript L during his revision. The same argument to Heraclidae 
with the same index personarum appears in P (Palat. 287 fol. 203"). The 
same hand Lt added at the end of Cyclops, just before the argument to 
Heraclidae, a subscription réA(os) roù xóxAwro(s) — and, after the argument 
to Heraclidae, a headline to Heraclidae eùpiriĝov jpaxdeida. Both these ele- 
ments written in L by Lt appear also in P. It is astonishing to see that 
Wecklein attributed the argument to Heraclidae in L to the later corrector 
l, but did not comment on the implication of the agreement IP with regard 
to his theory. And a case of this kind, concerning a considerable piece in 
a writing unmistakably by the corrector whom we know to be Triclinius, 
a case of the category “om. L': add. Lt, habet P," certainly has a great 
bearing on the problem in question. 

At the beginning of Cyclops in L, after the argument to Cyclops written 
by the first hand of L, the index personarum and also the headline to 
Cyclops were added by Lt. In P, the same argument and the index per- 
sonarum and the headline to Cyclops were written by the first hand of P. 
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This means that the index personarum and the headline to Cyclops were 
omitted by L!, then added by Lt, and are exhibited by P. The case lies in 
the same direction as the examples discussed above. P could not draw these 
elements from L? and did not know Lt. Of course, the explanation of the 
situation is simple: both L* and P had them from the common source of LP. 

I disregard some other cases of inscriptions and subscriptions of plays 
added by L* and exhibited by P — they belong to the same category as the 
cases quoted above. In the field of arguments, we should mention also the 
following case. There is no argument and no index personarum to Helena 
in L, while P has an argument and index personarum in a handwriting 
which I consider to be the same as that of the first scribe of P — that argu- 
ment and index personarum to Helena in P were only written subsequently 
(when arguments were being filled in) in a somewhat different, more com- 
pressed style, owing to the limited space. This writing resembles the writing 
of Palat. 287 fol. 148" (cf. above, p. 259 note 244; cf. Mason, Classical 
Quarlerly 44 [1950] p. 66). I state this explicitly, because Murray (ad 
locum) and Grégoire (in the Budé edition V [1950] p. 48) attributed the 
argument to Helena in P to a later hand. The case, to be sure, is peculiar. 
The argument and the index personarum are entirely omitted in L (though 
there was blank space left, after the end of Herc. Fur., on fol. 105") and 
not supplemented in the revision, but they appear in P (Conv. Soppr. 172 
fol. 13") — they were taken by P most probably from his source, i.e., from 
the common source of LP. 'The problem of the origin or character of that 
argument to Helena is a special question to be decided on internal grounds, 
on the basis of the contents and the style of that argument.?'* The facts 
of the manuscript tradition cannot be cogently invoked for the á6érgous of 
that argument. 

Since we deal here with some arguments, I should like to quote the case 
of the argument to Iph. Taur., with regard to which Murray (Euripidis 
fabulae I, praefatio p. [v1]) states with good reason: “ habet P hypothesim 
Iph. T. emendatiorem ” (scil. quam L). I quote the beginning of the argu- 
ment from the two mss.: 

'OpéaTrys Kata xpgopóy [..... ] «is ravpous Ts oxvÜ(as pera mvàdôov mapa- 
yevopevos, krÀ. L: 'Opéorgs kara xpnopov éAÜov eis travpous THs oxvilas pera 
vvÀáOov mapakwnÜeis, krÀ. P. The notation of Wecklein (ad locum) is not 
correct. He attributes zapayevoueros in L to l implying that it was corrected 
by the later corrector perhaps from rapayern@ecis. However, mapayevópevos Was 


774 Cf. Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea p. 54; Maas, Gnomon 2 (1926) p. 157; 
Grégoire, loc. cit.; now cf. G. Zuntz, The Political Plays of Euripides (Manchester, 
19555) pp. 133 f., 145. — I ought to mention that Wilamowitz in 1875 believed that 
the Florentine part of P was an apograph of L, and that Maas and Grégoire follow 
the Vitelli-Wecklein theory. This may explain their strong condemnation of the 
argument to Helena. 
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written at once by L, and I think that it was an error of L, because the 
reading of the source must have been, as it appears in P, rapaxıðeis (for 
this word in the hypothesis style, cf. arg. to Soph. Ataz, Schol. Soph. II 
p. 25.12 Dindorf). Since the scribe of L made that mistake, Triclinius in 
revising this argument as it stood in L deleted the word 4A95» in the begin- 
ning of the argument 'Opéergs xarà xpyouóv [£A60v] xrA., as a superfluous 
duplication of wapayevpevos. It is obvious that the wording of P is more 
correct, that éA8ov stood in the common source of LP, and that sapaxivyÓeis 
is the authentic reading. I attribute the deletion of &6oy in L to Triclinius 
(though deletions do not have the hallmark of his hand, except perhaps 
for the fact that a connecting line was drawn along the erasure), because 
Triclinius' hand can be recognized in the revision of that very same argu- 
ment in L: cf. arg. Iph. Taur. line 3 Murray évroxiwy P and most probably 
L!: éyyopiov Lt. 

Going back to the poetic text, I should like to discuss below two especially 
interesting cases. 

Herc. Fur. 149 Zevs réxvov re xoweov Heath, Murray] (es réexor véovy: L 
(Acie (ec) supra lin. add. Lt) : {eis réxox véov yóvoy P. The word yovoy, which 
is missing in L, is written in P by the first hand. The notation of Wecklein 
* yóvov add. p” is false (he wrote by mistake p instead of g, with regard 
to Conv. Soppr. 172 — at any rate, he meant a manus correciriz in Conv. 
Soppr. 172).?'* The attribution of yóvov in P to a correcting hand (even 
though we do not know whether Wecklein meant P™° or P?) in the apparatus 
of Wecklein was probably prompted by his theory. I suspect that he was 
indicating in his note that the word yóvov was added by a later hand (it 
would correspond to our P?). The correct report * yóvoy P " was given in 
the edition of Wilamowitz. It is evident that yóvov is the correct authentie 
conclusion of the line and that this word, copied by P, was by oversight 
omitted by L. Then, of course, P could not find yóvoy in L, but did find it 
in the common source of LP. 

Iph. Aul. 109 ek$póvgs oxidy] ejpóvgs (oxy omisso) L!, eippovqy L? (the 
last letter was corrected by some later unidentifiable corrector, and above 
-v there is some erasure in L; perhaps Aere stood there before): ex$póvgs 
oxuv P (the scribe P himself tampered with the beginning of oxy, he 
erased something and wrote ox- in the erasure perhaps at once in scribendo 
or post correctionem, but øx- is clearly in his own handwriting, and -àv 
looks absolutely normal by the first move of his pen). This means that 


375 There is nothing in the appearance of the word that would raise doubts about 
it being written at once by the first hand of P. The shape of the middle and of the 
final », though less frequent in P, can be found in that ms. elsewhere, e.g., Aesch. 
Prom. 201 (Pal. 287 fol. 214*) xpóro» (final »), 203 Gew», 350 (fol. 215r) eddyyador, 
355 pórov (final »), 479 (fol. 2167) poco», Eur. Phoen. 1465 (Conv. Soppr. 172 
fol. 80%) drrvyórg (second »), Soph. Antig. 21 (Pal. 287 fol. 3r) xpéw». 
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oxav was the original reading, transcribed by P from the common source 
of LP but omitted by oversight by L. At any rate, P could not find oxy 
in L. 'This is an interesting example of the value of P as an independent 
witness. 
I also remind the reader of the case Iph. Taur. 1006 yuvay L wrongly: 
yvvaxòs P correctly (cf. above, p. 267). B a 9 
Suppl. 937 xov Iyoas Sra rade pvjpa ywpicas L': mov yous ùra rõðe 
Y a 
uvīpa xoptcas litteris suprascriptis ordinem rectum indicavit et in margine 


otrw yp ov Syra Onoas prvima r99e ywpicas addidit Lt: roù jra Ojos pripa 
Twde xwpicas P. Of course, Wecklein attributes the letters added above the 
line to the very first scribe of L (only the marginal note is credited by 
Wecklein to l, i.e., to our Lt). The shape of the letters added above the line 
points to Triclinius. Thus, we are confronted with the situation in which, 
in spite of a wrong order of words by L’, the correct order was given by P. 

Hel. 741 éxmAéfa. LP*^: éxxAéjac. PP*. The second x and y are written in 
P as a result of the correction, but P made the correction in scribendo. 
I do not think that éxxAéya: was invented by P conjecturally, but I rather 
suspect that there was a variant éxxAéyja« above éxwAéfa: in the common 
source of LP, though this variant was not repeated by L. P began to write 
éxmAc£at, but reconsidered instantly his choice and changed at once éxzAe£a: 
into éxxAéya. Thus, we owe to P only the preservation of the correct reading 
in this place. 

In connection with the above case, I wish to quote the case ?'* Iph. Taur. 


y 
692 Asoew L (i.e., Anoew Li Ayer L^) : Avoay P. I suspect that the common 
source of LP had a double reading Acew in linea and AXyyew supra lineam. 
L reported both readings (only making a slip Ajoewv instead of Ace), but 
P chose only the main reading in linea of his source, viz., Avcev. On double 
readings, cf. below. 

P is obviously correct where L is wrong in the case Heraclid, 494 xápoi 
& Aéye L: xápoi Aéya P. Of course, somebody could say that P could easily 
make the correction by himself. I do believe that P took the correct reading 
from the common source of LP and that L made an error in transcribing 
that source. 

We should devote à few words to cases in which the evidence of the 
relationship of L and P is complicated by the phenomenon of double 
readings,?'" with the result that some pertinent cases were explained wrongly. 
The source of LP quite obviously had extra variants recorded in some cases. 
Sometimes, such double readings appear both in L and P, e.g.: Iph. Taur. 


276 Cf. Maas, Teatkritik?* p. 18. 


377 On the question of double readings in general, cf. bibliographical references in 
Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 129 note 74. 
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o 
622 Tm LP, or Herc. Fur. 255 aipeire in textu LP, dpetre L™&P™€. 
It seems that the scribes of L were more careful than the scribe P in record- 
ing additional variants, because there are occasions when extra variants that 
E] ce0a. 
appear in L are missing in P, e.g.: Heraclid. 789 &AeOepaca L: only éAev- 
Gepwoar P; Herc. Fur. 866 obs érixrey aipov LP: yp(dder) at obs &rur' évatpo[v 
in margine L (but no mention of this variant in P); Herc. Fur. 1242 
ep Kat Kat 

pée L: only uéAe P; Suppl. 593 xAewós èv xAewo L: only xAewós & xAewo P. 
The extra variants of L were written by the first hand of the respective 
scribe in L. Since they do not appear in the cases just quoted in P, it 
simply shows that P was less careful in transcribing the extra variants 
of the common source, or perhaps considered them to be glosses which he 
did not care to copy. 

There are, however, some cases in which the text of P can be explained 
only as a combination of two readings —a combination resulting perhaps 


from the belief of P that elements above the line in the source belonged 
ó 
actually to the text: e.g., Jon 335 pets r' dAAa L: pets 5€ radda P. It is 
obvious that originally, in the common source of LP, there was a double 
8 


reading r' as it appears in L, but P put both readings into the text and 

made 8 r’ (perhaps P thought that (è) was omitted in the line and supple- 

mented above the line in the source). A similar case appears Jon 1347 
de 

rore L: rode re P. Obviously, L represents two variants, róre and rode. But 

the scribe P, finding the passage in the source of LP written most probably 

as it is in L, integrated the extra variant into the text. 

The peculiar case of the line Iph. Taur. 144159 should be mentioned 
here. (After Iph. Taur. 1441) rov viv mapóvrwv myuárwv ávayvyas L: om. 
P in Palatino 287 inter finem fol. 132" et initium fol. 132%. The line was 
athetized by Markland, but is now generally accepted as authentic.* The 
omission of the line by P was most probably just an oversight — the change 
of the page in P in the place in question supports this explanation most 
strongly. At any rate, the facts of the manuscript tradition do not lend 
any special basis for the condemnation of the line. 'The line must have 
stood in the source of LP, from which it was eopied by L, but omitted by 
P by oversight in the turning of the page. 


The conclusion from the facts quoted above is inescapable. If P agrees 
closely with L in countless common errors; if L and P have singly and 


#78 By Murray, Wecklein (Teatkritische Studien zu den gricchischen Tragikern 
[1921] p. 68— but the line was athetized bv Wecklein in his edition of 1898), 
Grégoire. Cf. Maas, Tertkritik? p. 18 (? p. 13). 
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individually several faults of their own; if P did not know the inter- 
polations of Triclinius symbolized before by 7? and now by us as Lt; if P 
has some elements that were omitted by L? though they were often supple- 
mented by L*; if P has some elements which were omitted by L and even 
were not supplemented by Lt; if P has some readings that are correct while 
the corresponding readings of L are corrupt; if those correct elements in 
P corresponding to corrupt or missing elements of L look authentic and 
cannot be presumed to be invented by P; if then L and P agree closely but 
have singly their own faults not repeated in the other manuscript, then L 
and P must be presumed to stem from one common source, and the fallacy 
of the Vitelli-Wecklein theory should be committed to complete oblivion. 


The acceptance of the gemelli theory, favored by Wilamowitz, Murray, 
and Radermacher, relieves us of the awkward artificiality of the Wecklein 
theory with regard to the other plays. First of all, the problem of the 
Bacchae text ceases to be a problem. According to Wecklein, while in the 
9 unannotated plays P was a copy of L, the text of Bacchae, which, after 
all, should be subject to the same condition, was exempted by Wecklein from 
that theory. He thought ?'? that the Bacchae texts of L and P are closely 
related and that P used for Bacchae, beside L which has only Bacch. 1—755, 
another manuscript which is not preserved. Wecklein had to depart for 
Bacchae from his theory of direct derivation for two reasons: P has the 
latter part of Bacchae which is missing in L, and there are in L, in the 
former part of Bacchae, some elements omitted that are extant in P and 
there are in L some corrupt elements that appear in a correct form in P. 
And this upsets the derivation theory even for the beginning of Bacchae. 
This is the essential evidence for the beginning of Bacchae carried both by 
L and P: 


For common errors of LP, cf. Bacch. 631 (aiép» Canter: -~ om. LP. 


For differences between L and P pertinent to the question of the relation- 
ship of L and P, cf.: ambo argumenta Bacch. om. L: habet P; Bacch. 
14 versum om. L: habent P, Strabo 15.1.7 (III p. 183.18 Kramer), Christus 
Patiens 1588; ?9^ 306 čr P correctly: èv 8eAois ér’ L wrongly; 343 xeipa 
P correctly: xeipa xai L wrongly; 514 vácas L wrongly: wavoas P correctly; 
525 ráð’ dvaBodoas P : om. L’, ráð’ avaBonoas add. Lt (Wecklein’s apparatus 


219 Cf. Wecklein, Sitzungsberichte Akademie München, philos.-philol. und histor. 
Cl. 1899, II pp. 312, 314. 

280 Cf, Christus Patiens tragoedia christiana, quae inscribi solet XPIZTOZ NMAZXON 
Gregorio Nazianzeno falso attributa. Recensuit J. G. Brambs (Lipsiae, 1885), with 
Praefatio on pp. 3-24. On the authorship of Christus Patiens, cf.: Krumbacher, 
Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur* p. 740; Brambs, Christus Patiens pp. 
17 ff.; Isidor Hilberg, * Kann Theodoros Prodromos der Verfasser des Xpiords rdoxwy 
sein? " Wiener Studien 8 (1886) pp. 282-314; Konstantin Horna, Hermes 64 (1929) 
pp. 429-431; Cantarella, Poets bizantini II pp. 197 ff.; Dólger, Die byzantinische 
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is wrong in noting “ rd8’ dvaBodoas L, rdÓ' dvaBonoas P "; apart from the 
vowels reported erroneously, Wecklein assigned falsely the two words in L 
to L, it is clearly Triclinius' hand — but if Wecklein had attributed them 
as he should have done to the corrector l, that would have contradicted 
his theory, according to which P could not see anything written by l); 
552 éy duiAAaow áváykas om. L', add. Lt: habet P (Wecklein falsely an- 
notated * postmodum addidit L " — it is not by L*, it is Triclinius’ hand- 
writing) ; 635 wapeirac om. L: habet P. 

All the difficulties concerning the Bacchae are solved if we assume that 
also the Bacchae, as the other 9 unannotated plays, was transcribed from 
that common source of LP. 'The scribe L was perhaps a little more careless 
here than in other plays, that is why there are more errors of L in Bacchae 
corresponding to correct readings in P. Then, for some unknown reason, 
L stopped copying the play after the line Bacch. 755, while P continued 
his copying of the play. The fact that Triclinius was in a position to supple- 
ment some omissions of L' during his revision shows that he had — most 
probably in Thessalonica — that common source of LP at his disposal, & 
circumstance which I have emphasized already (cf. above, p. 246) in reference 
to the other unannotated plays. The fact that relatively many errors of L' 
were left in the dialogue lines of Bacchae without being corrected by L* 
can be easily explained by the basic attitude of Triclinius who was more 
interested in the lyrics than in the iambics. Incidentally, the divergence 
Bacch. 227 oréyas Li: 8óuows P goes back probably to a double reading, with 
different choices made by L and P.?*! 

In the above way we have disposed of the difficulty inherent in the Weck- 
lein theory concerning the complicated and different relationship of L and 


Dichtung in der Reinsprache p. 16; André Tuilier, “ La datation et l'attribution 
du XPIZTOZ IIAZXQN et l'art du centon,” Actes du VIe Congrès International 
d'études byzantines Paris 27 juillet-2 aoùt 1948, tome I (Paris, 1950) pp. 403-409. 
On the value of Christus Patiens as indirect text evidence for Euripides, especially 
for the Bacchae, cf.: A. Kirchhoff, “ Ein supplement zu Euripides’ Bacchen," Philo- 
logus 8 (1853) pp. 78-94; A. Döring, “ Die bedeutung der tragódie Xpusrós ráexwr 
für die Euripideskritik," Philologus 25 (1867) pp. 221-258; Brambs, Christus Pa- 
tiens pp. 7 ff.; F. L. Van Cleef, “The Pseudo-Gregorian Drama Xpeords doy» in 
Its Relation to the Text of Euripides," Transactions of the Wisconsin Academy of 
Sciences, Arts and Letters vol. 8 (1888-1891) pp. 363-378; Wilamowitz, Einleitung 
in die attische Tragödie p. 212 note 181; Murray, Euripidis fabulae III, at the end 
of the Bacchae; Dodds, Euripides Bacchae pp. Lr f.; C. H. Roberts, The Antinoopolis 
Papyri part 1 (Egypt Exploration Society. London, 1950) pp. 54-57 (on Pap. 
Antinoopolis 24); Vincenzo Longo, “Il * XPIZTOZ IIAZXQN ” ed alcune lezioni 
della * Medea " e delle * Baccanti " di Euripide," Antiquitas I 3-4 (Salerno, 1946) 
pp. 37-48. — For Christus Patiens and Eur. Rhesus, cf. below, p. 281 note 283. 

231 Cf, Dodds, Euripides Bacchae, Commentary p. 93; cf. N. Wecklein, *' Beiträge 
zur Kritik des Euripides II,” Sitzungsberichte der philos.-philol. und der histor. Cl. 
der k. b. Akademie der Wissenschaften zu München, Jahrgang 1896, p. 471. 
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P in Bacchae, and we have borne out, I hope, the complete consistency and 
harmony of the copying process of P also in Bacchae in relation to the 
copying process of P in other unannotated plays. 

Now that the gemelli theory has proved to be the only possible and correct 
solution of the problem of L and P for the 10 unannotated plays, we can 
devote our attention also to the annotated plays in L and P. We can separate 
the annotated plays attested by both L and P into two groups. 'To one group 
belong the following plays: Alcestis, Andromache, Hippolytus, Medea, 
Rhesus — 5 plays in which the relationship of L and P in the text attesta- 
tion seems to be consistent. The other group, the plays of the triad: Hecuba, 
Orestes, Phoenissae, present in L and P quite divergent texts — these plays 
confront us with a special problem and will be treated separately. Then, 
the play Troades is represented in P but missing in L. We shall say a few 
words about the T'roades afterward. 

First, let us deal with the group of the above mentioned 5 plays: Alcestis, 
Andromache, Hippolytus, Medea, Rhesus, which are attested simultaneously 
by L and P. We shall try to establish the mutual relationship of L and P 
in these plays. 

The common origin of LP in the above plays is evidenced by many com- 
mon errors: cf. Alc. 276 uù zpos malĝwry ods épdaveis BV : om. LP (the omis- 
sion in the source of LP was prompted by the same beginning as in line 
275); Androm. 448 ray MBAV, Plutarch. Moralia p. 863e, p. 1073c, p. 
1102c: zdvra LP; Androm. 554 oiv MBAV: om. LP; Hippol. 649 versum 
habent MBAV: om. LP; Hippol. 723 8 rovr' yù MBAV : 8' éyo rovro 
LP; Med. 112 alterum éza&ov habent HBAV: om. LP; Med. 411 mávra 
váy BVA: mdv mávra LP; Med. 1371 versum habent BAV (dispici 
nequit H): om. L!P! : add. L? by a humanistic hand, probably by Lascaris 
(cf. above, p. 228), add. P?; the omission in the source of LP was caused 
by the same word at the beginning as in line 1370; Rhes. 90 oé0cv V 
ee0[c] Pap. Paris Suppl. gr. 1099: 78? 7ò coy LP (obviously, a variant 
of a double reading), cf. Christus Patiens 91; ?9* Rhes. 195 péyas àyoy V: 


283 This is the Akhmim papyrus published by U. Wilcken, “ Die Achmtim-Papyri 
in der Bibliothéque Nationale zu Paris," Sitzungsberichte der kóniglich Preussischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin, Jahrgang 1887, Zweiter Halbband, pp. 813- 
816, symbolized W by Wecklein and Pan.(opolitana papyrus) by Murray. Cf. Pack, 
The Greek and Latin Literary Texts from Greco-Roman Egypt No. 315. 

283 Cf, above, p. 279 note 280. For Christus Patiens and Eur. Rhesus, cf. also: 
A. Döring, "Die bedeutung der tragódie Xpiords wdoywyr für die textkritik des 
Rhesus,” Philologus 23 (1866) pp. 577-591; August Nauck, Euripideische Studien 
II (Mémoires de l'Académie Impériale des Sciences de St.-Pétersbourg, VII. série. 
Tome V, No. 6. St. Petersburg, 1862) p. 168. In general, on recension problems in 
Rhesus, cf. N. Wecklein, “ Beitrüge zur Kritik des Euripides III," Sitzungsberichte 
der philosophisch-philologischen und. der historischen Classe der k. b. Akademie der 
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péyas ply àyoy LP; Rhes. 858 ola wAnupedrés V : wAnppedés oia LCP (xAnpercs 
ola L^*) ; Rhes. 889 rapBo Acvawv rode sua V: om. LP. It is obvious that 
L and P are linked together by many significant common errors. 

Now, let us examine critically the possibility (implied by Vitelli and 
Wecklein also for the 5 annotated plays in question) that P was derived, 
directly or indirectly, from L, with the assumption that errors of L could 
have been corrected by P from other manuscripts or could have been cor- 
rected in an intermediate copy lying between L and P. There are strong 
considerations that militate against such a theory. I want to discuss the 
following two cases: 


Alc. 376 versum habent BV: om. L**P, add. manu primi librarii in 
margine Lre. The original main scribe of L added, after 375, a remark 
eríxov (jr(«) preceded by a reference sign, and in the margin repeated the 
reference sign and wrote the missing line adding above its beginning the 
word oríxyos. Wecklein (Alcestts? p. 20) in the critical apparatus falsely 
reports in reference to the marginal supplement: “in marg. add. l”. In 
the Notarum indez to this fascicle of the Prinz-Wecklein edition, this is 
the explanation of the symbol: “l= manus secunda et tertia? in L. If 
according to Wecklein (Alcestis?, Praefatio note *) we should believe 
* Librum P ex ipso L non ex communi archetypo derivatum esse," how did 
it happen that P disregarded the supplement marked and written so clearly 
by Lee? As Wecklein and the Budé editors stressed on many occasions, 
P was (according to them) copied from L after the corrections of the origi- 
nal scribes, but before the corrections of the interpolator J. If it was so, 
the scribe of P (or the scribe of that intermediate copy) must have had 
that supplement before his eyes. This case does not fit the Vitelli-Wecklein 
theory, and I suspect that the critical note in Wecklein's apparatus was 
made wrongly to remove the difficulty of the situation. The cogent inference 
to be drawn from the above case is that P (or the imaginary intermediate 
copy) did not know even the corrections of the respective original scribes 
of L marked by me L»* — and I have already formulated an analogous sup- 
position with regard to the unannotated plays (cf. above, p. 271). There is 
another similar case: 

Hippol. 190 xoùx gore móvov ávdravows MBAV, Athous Vatopedi 36, Vene- 
tus 507: om. L**P, add. in margine L?* (above the added line, the word 
xeiuevov, and order indicators a above end of line 189 and f above begin- 
ning of line 190, were added probably by Lt). The identity of the main 
scribe of L as the person who made the marginal supplement cannot be 
doubted, yet Wecklein reported in his apparatus “add. 1”. The ms. P 


Wissenschaften zu München, Jahrgang 1897, I. Band, pp. 480 ff.; Ulrich von Wilamo- 
witz-Moellendorff, “ De Rhesi scholiis," in Kleine Schriften I (Berlin, 1935) pp. 7 ff. 
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did not transcribe the added line, and this again is a proof that P did not 
know even the early corrections by LP». If L and P are linked, in the 5 
annotated plays, by numerous common errors and if P did not know the 
ms. L and its early corrections L»*, then we have to assume simply that L 
and P also in the 5 annotated plays derive from a common source, in the 
same way as in the unannotated plays. Since in the above cases 4lc. 376 
and Hippol. 190 omissions evidently affected the source of LP, it seems 
that the scribe of L who supplemented the omitted lines must have com- 
pared a different manuscript of the annotated plays in order to correct the 
flaws of his text. 

The above references which prove that P did not know even L»* actually 
gettle the problem of the relationship of L and P for the 5 annotated plays 
in a sense analogous to that which we established for the unannotated plays. 
We have to rely on this basis and then we can show that all the categories 
of characteristic cases of differences between L and P fit into this pattern. 
The methodical procedure which we follow here has to be somewhat différent 
from that followed in the unannotated plays, because every time an example 
of an error in L versus a correct reading in P is quoted, the adherents of 
the Vitelli-Wecklein theory may say that P adopted the correct reading 
from a different manuscript source. This accommodating device of referring 
to an outside source for text improvements in the cases of errors of L versus 
correct readings of P complicates the analysis of the question. That much 
can be said, however: if according to Wecklein the ms. P copied the anno- 
tated plays from L directly, this process of improving the text in scribendo 
is impossible to visualize. A scribe cannot look at his source and at another 
manuscript and write his text simultaneously — this is out of the question. 
He would first have to compare his source with another manuscript, then 
to mark preferable readings from the other ms. on his source — and then 
he would start transcribing his source. Or he would mark alterations from 
another source in his transcript. Both possibilities are out of the question, 
for the presumptive source of P, the ms. L, does not show corrections of 
errors of L to be paralleled by correct readings of P — and, on the other 
hand, P is a very neat ms. that does not carry corrections from other sources 
versus original errors of LP. It would rather be possible to assume that 
in the intermediate copy, which according to Vitelli had intervened between 
L and P, such corrections from other manuscripts were marked or effected. 
Of course, this is something that at first could not seemingly be proved or 
disproved. But the fact that corrections of L»* do not show up in P and, 
accordingly, were unknown either to the postulated intermediate copy (if 
one assumes it) or directly to P (if one assumes direct derivation) upsets 
radically the theory of indirect or direct derivation of P from L and forces 
us to consider whether the assumption, for the 5 annotated plays, of the 
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same gemelli relationship of L and P as we have found it in the unannotated 
plays is not the only solution that is reasonable, possible, and not contra- 
dicted by the evidence of discrepancies between L and P. The gemelli 
relationship is also supported by a case in which transposition of a word 
in L is paralleled by its omission in P: Hippol. 99 ot eeuyyy, MBAV, cf. 
Photius s.v. eeuyóv (II p. 151 Naber), Schol. Lucian. p. 239.14 Rabe, 
Suda X 227 (IV p. 340.23 Adler) : seu ov L: (ov om.) e«uviy P. If LP 


derive here from a common source, then it seems that in that source the word 
ov 
ov was at first omitted and then added above the line like this: eeuvyv. This 


would account for its insertion in the wrong place in L and its omission 
by P (who probably considered it a gloss). 

We have found that in the annotated plays L and P have many common 
errors linking them most closely.78* It would be also pertinent to note that 
L and P seem to represent in the annotated plays a separate branch of the 
iradition.?*5 That separate tradition reveals itself in peculiar readings (cf. 
Med. 741 éy Aóyois LP: ó yóva BAVL’) and often preserves correct read- 
ings, being exempt from the errors affecting the other mss.: cf. Alc. 406 
márep deixopat LP: Aeéroyuac drep BV; Med. 703 pèv LP: om. BAV; Med. 
798 fav LP: (3v ére BAV ; Med. 837 58vrvóovss (ante aipas) LP, [nvr ]voo[ vs 
Pap. Antinoopolts 23: 7Svrveovs om. BV!A, jóvrvóovs (post aipas) V? (cf. 


Wilamowitz, Kleine Schriften I p. 36) ; Med. 1099 sopa LPV?, Pap. Stras-. — 


bourg WG 306 (cf. N. Lewis, Études de papyrologie 3 [1936] pp. 58, 75; 
Snell, Euripides Alexandros p. 71; Page, Euripides Medea, Commentary 
p. 152, Introduction pp. Lit f.) : ópo BAV'; Rhes. 66 érecay LP, Pap. Paris 
Suppl. gr. 1099, Christus Patiens 90, 2337: épynoav V. 

We have learned that the incidence of common errors in LP in the 
annotated plays speaks for their relationship as gemelli even in those plays. 
The derivation of P from L (directly or indirectly) is excluded because 
corrections LP* are not followed by P. Likewise, or even a fortiori, cor- 
rections of the interpolator Lt (Triclinius) in the case of common errors 
L'P are not shown in P: cf. Hippol. 156 amp MBAV: ms ávjp Lt, [re] 
dvnp Lt, rs dvnp P; Hippol. 1356 Booxnya xepós BA, Booxnpa xepos V: om. 
L', Booxnpa xepós add. L', om. P; Hippol. 1464 daxpiwv VA, Athous Vato- 
pedi 36, Venetus 507, 8axpvoy & B: om. L!, 8axpíov add. Lt, om. P. 

The fact that common errors of LP or of L*¢P or of L'P in so many cases 
appear in P without being removed by P (or by the imaginary intermediate 


*** This was, in a discussion of the Medea readings, stated most emphatically by 
Vitelli, Museo Italiano di antichità classica 3 (1890) col. 290. 

255 Cf. Wilamowitz, “ De Rhesi scholiis," Kleine Schriften I pp. 7 ff.; Murray, 
Euripidis fabulae I, Praefatio pp. [1v] ff.; Wecklein, Sitzungsberichte Akademie 
München, philos.-philol. und histor. Cl. 1899, II pp. 316 f.; Page, Euripides Medea 
pp. L1 f. Cf. below, pp. 309 ff. 
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copy) proves that there is no basis at all for the assumption voiced by 
Vitelli, Wecklein, and Maas, that P (or that intermediate copy) did a sys- 
tematic comparison with some other manuscripts for the purpose of re- 
moving the errors appearing in the text. This idea is, therefore, to be 
discarded. 

Now, to sum up the above results, at no stage of its execution does the 
ms. P seem to have been in touch with the ms. L. It is, therefore, to be 
reasonably expected that there are in the annotated plays errors in L in 
cases in which P is correct. 'To be sure, P shares its correct readings in 
such cases with other manuscripts, but, as I have said, there is not any 
proof of a systematic collation with other mss. having been undertaken by P. 
This is the evidence of some errors of L in which P does not share: e.g., 
cf. Alc. 1071 € ev BVP: & (ov om.) L; Androm. 414 uópov MBAVP : povos 
L; Androm. 777 «ey HMBAVP: om. L; Hippol. 426 8€ MBAVP: 8€ xai 
L; Med. 336 rovró y BAVP: rov! (y' om.) L; Med. 648 alterum 6aváro 
habent BAVP: om. L; Med. 1151 éeg BAVP: om. L. And since we have 
proved that P did not know the corrections by Lt, I can quote here in the 
same category of errors of L from which P is free the following case: 
Hippol. 265 rov pydev àyav MBAVP (cf. Berlin P.5005: Berliner Klassiker- 
texte V 2 p. 89): om. L’, add. Lt. To be sure, some scholars may follow 
Vitelli’s example and attribute such correct readings of P to the influence 
of other manuscripts on that intermediate copy. Yet, there are some cases 
which disprove most evidently the possibility of such a solution and require 
a positive explanation on the basis of the gemelli theory. 

The arguments to Medea were omitted by L' who wrote only the index 
personarum to the play. Then, the corrector Lt (Triclinius) added, in the 
blank space at the end of the play, a part of the first argument, lines 1-24 
in Prinz?-Wecklein. The ms. P has, at the beginning of the play, both argu- 
ments in this sequence: lines 1-24, 35—41 pndeias, 25-33, 41 ebiódx0 — 44, 
index personarum. The most striking and important element in this situa- 
tion is the fact that in the lines 1—24, attested jointly by L* and P, these two 
witnesses L*P concur in peculiar readings against the other manuscripts. 
All of us agree that P did not know Lt. If P had taken the arguments from 
outside, from the vulgate tradition, as Vitelli and Wecklein would imply, 
then P would have agreed with the other mss. of the vulgate tradition, but 
here P agrees with Lt: cf. arg. Med. line 2 (Prinz?-Wecklein) xopw6iwy 
Baoréos BAV: Baauéos kopwÜ(ov L*P ; lines 19/20 éveoroince BAV : éLwo- 
woinoe Lt -ev P. Then, the argument I to Alcestis (p. 3, lines 1-12 Prinz?- 
Wecklein) was omitted by L? but written, along with the index personarum, 
by Lt. The same argument appears, in a text augmented by a short passage 
based on the second argument, and with the index personarum, in P. The 
headline to the arg. Alc. is worded in mss. thus: troects dAxyoridos BVP: 
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vxóÜeows áAkyoribos. Ŝxacdpxov L'.?59 In the text of arg. Alc. p. 3.5 Prinz?- 
Wecklein rov dópyrov BV, Schol. Plat. Symp. 179b (p. 57 Greene) : om. L'P. 
In both cases of arguments to Medea and Alcestis, we have to point out 
that if the arguments were omitted by L? and added by Lt, they could not 
be known to P from the manuscript L. If P (as is suggested in such situa- 
tions by Vitelli-Wecklein) took the missing arguments from other manu- 
script sources, how did it happen that P coincided in some peculiar errors 
not with the vulgate tradition but just with Lt? The only explanation is 
that those significant peculiarities were derived on one hand by L* from the 
common source of LP which Triclinius used for the revision of L, and on 
the other hand were transcribed by P from the very same common source 
of LP. Hence the coincidence LP. 

There is a famous case 7°" of a discrepancy between L and P: Med. 1078 
troAunow BAVP, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507: Spay péAAw indirect 
tradition ?* and L. The manuscript tradition obviously had roA,ejeo, but 


sse On the name of Dicaearchus written in the above headline, cf. Wilamowitz, 
Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 112 note 66. Cf. Fritz Wehrli, Dikatarchos 
(Die Schule des Aristoteles, Heft 1. Basel, 41944») p. 31, frg. 82; in general, cf. 
Wehrli pp. 29-32 (frg. 73-89); Carlo Gallavotti, * Nuove hypotheseis di drammi 
euripidei," Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 11 (1933) p. 188; A. M. 
Dale, Euripides Alcestis p. xxxvii; now cf. Zuntz, The Political Plays of Euripides 
pp. 143 ff. The fact that A«xaiápxov does not appear in P speaks for the assumption 
that it was an amplification made personally by Triclinius who may have known 
the reference to Dicaearchus in the argument to Medea (p. 4.26 Prinz*-Wecklein; 
Dicaearchus frg. 63 Wehrli) as preserved in some other mss., and other references 
to Dicaearchus in the scholia and arguments to Aeschylus, Sophocles, Aristophanes. 
(I should perhaps mention that in the argument to Rhesus p. 4.31 Prinz-Wecklein 
the manuscript reading is &«alay VLP: Acxalapxos coni. Nauck; cf. Dicaearch. frg. 
81 Wehrli.) At any rate, there is very little or rather no evidence for the authen- 
ticity of ðıxarápxov written in the above headline of the argument to Alcestis by 
Triclinius. 

287 Cf. Bruhn, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie, Supplementband 15 (1887) 
pp. 256 f.; Vitelli, Museo Italiano di antichità classica 3 (1890) col. 297; Wilamo- 
witz, Einleitung in die attische Tragódie p. 209 note 176; Page, Euripides Medea, 
Commentary p. 151. 

288 Soa» uwéd\dw is attested in the indirect tradition (cf. Wecklein ad locum) by the 
following writers: Plutarch. de vit. pud. p. 533d (ed. Teubn. III p. 358.10, except 
for péAdw Spay Plutarchi codex T) ; Epictet. 1.28.7 (p. 87.8 ed. mai. Schenkl) ; Lucian. 
apolog. 10 (I 2 p. 107 Sommerbrodt) ; Galen. de placit. Hippocr. et Plat. V pp. 307, 
408 Kühn (cf. V p. 372 Kühn); Hierocles in Pythagor. aureum carmen 8.9-11 (p. 
56.17 Mullach ed. 1853, ué\\w 8pà» in reverse order); Clemens Alex. Strom. 2.14.63.3 
(II p. 147.5 Stáhlin) ; Synesius de regno p. lla (II 1 p. 22.18 Terzaghi) ; Alcinous 
introd. in Plat. 24 (VI p. 177 Hermann); Cramer, Anecd. Par. IV p. 398.34; Sim- 
plicius in Epictet. enchir. 5 p. 30.39 Dübner; Simplicius in Aristot. categ. 8 (Com- 
ment. Aristot. graec. VIII p. 237.13); cf. Eustratius in Aristot. Eth. Nicom. p. 
11392.22 (Comment. Aristot. graec. XX p. 279.30); cf. Aelius Aristid. xarà rw» 
étopxovuérwr 50 (II p. 249.14 Keil). 
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the learned scribe of the source of LP may have annotated (probably above 
the line) the variant Spay uéAAe from his knowledge of that quotation in 
Greek prose writers indicated in the footnote above. This created a double 
reading, and while L in transcribing the common source of LP chose Spay 
p€AAo, the ms. P preferred roAuzow. We know that the source of LP had 
several double readings; I quoted some of them especially from L in the 
unannotated plays. It may be of interest to record here this case: Rhes. 
92 801os VLP: Aóxyos P?^ (it is marked by the first hand of P), Christus 
Patiens 94. 


But let us go back to the cases of actual solitary errors of L not followed 
by P. I firmly believe that there is nothing to oppose the assumption that 
the correct readings df P in such cases are simply a result of P transcribing 
correctly the common source of LP, and that solitary errors of L are just 
individual mistakes of L in transcribing the same common source of LP. 
This will be in agreement with the results of our analysis. The manuscripts 
LP resemble each other so closely also in the annotated plays and are linked 
by so many common errors that their common origin in this group of plays 
is obvious. The derivation of P from L would appear extremely dubious 
anyway, since P did not know Lt, i.e., the Triclinian corrections, and the 
believers in the derivation theory would have to cling to an idea that an inter- 
mediate copy, not the ms. P itself, was copied from L before L was corrected 
by Triclinius, and that this intermediate copy was corrected on the basis of 
other mss., but there is not any trace of a systematic revision made in that 
imaginary intermediate copy, because very many errors of L reappear in P. 
Besides, a new obstacle hinders this assumption: even the early corrections 
L»*, attendant upon the completion of L, were unknown to P (or to that 
intermediate copy). Accordingly, we have to discard the derivation devices 
of Vitelli and Wecklein and accept the fact that — in the same way as in 
the unannotated plays — in the 5 annotated plays the ms. P is a gemellus 
of L, copied from their common source. 


Quite naturally, one could ask why it is that in the unannotated plays 
there are very few individual errors of L paralleled by correct readings in 
P, but that there are relatively more of such cases in the annotated plays. 
The explanation is simple. Among the 5 annotated plays in L, Rhesus is 
included in the section by the other scribe, Nicolaus Triclinius, who was 
a very neat and careful copyist. But Hippolytus, Medea, Alcestis, and An- 
dromache, appear in L on fol. 1577-191" within a section that was written 
by the main scribe in his least careful and neat script.?9? It is, therefore, 
no wonder that there are in L more blunders in these plays than in others. 


:** This different appearance of the script in the section fol. 157*-193" even led to 
a belief that this section was written by a different scribe (cf. above, p. 229). Cf. 
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The conclusion for the 5 annotated plays is the same as for the unanno- 
tated plays: L and P are gemelli. Once we free ourselves from the fallacies 
of the Vitelli-Wecklein theory, our vision will become unbiased and more 
objective in the recollation of some readings and in the explanation of their 
implications for the relationship of L and P. 

As to the Troades, carried by V and P and not exhibited in L, we can 
now make a guess that since the text of the T'roades in P is independent 
of V, most probably it stems in P from that common source of LP, from 
which L neglected to transcribe this play. This situation caused the fol- 
lowing remark of Triclinius in L, at the end of the Euripidean section (fol. 
232°): + eir évravOa Bpdpara ebpuribov ty’: (and added later in smaller 
script) Aeíw(e) xai rò rev rpodóov Lt. Triclinius, who had at his disposal 
the source of LP, probably saw the T'roades there and regretfully stated 
the absence of the T'roades from L. Of course, this is so far only a guess, 
based on the fact that the fundamental manuscript attestation of the T'roades 
is limited, as we know it now, to V and P and Q (Harley 5743: see below), 
and does not allow more specific speculations. To be sure, Triclinius also 
may have seen the ms. V written, as it seems, in the Planudean period (cf. 
above, p. 78). 


THE MANUSCRIPT Q 


A striking confirmation of the existence of one comprehensive manuscript 
being the common source of LP and comprising both the non-select and 
the select plays of Euripides, including the T'roades, is afforded by some 
essential features of the ms. London, Harley 5743 — a ms. that has been 
entirely neglected in the past in reference to the problem of the relation 
of L and P. The importance of the question calls for a detailed description 
and analysis of that manuscript: 

Q — London, British Museum, Harley 5743! (cf. E. Maunde Thompson, 
Classical Review 2 [1888] pp. 172, 173; <R. Nares,» A Catalogue of the 
Harleian Manuscripts in the British Museum III [4London,» 1808] p. 292; 
Paley, Euripides. With an English Commentary. III [1860] p. xxix, with 
a facsimile of parts of fol. 71" = Rhes. 206—212 and of fol. 99% = Troad. 
608-615; A. Kirchhoff, Euripidis Troades [ Berolini, 1852] pp. 3 ff. ; Kirch- 
hoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. v111; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 22; 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 150). Paper, ca. 1475 A.D., 213 X 
152 mm., 114 foll, 25-26 lines. Former owners (cf. fol. 113", 17): Dr. 
Antonio de Blanchi of Verona; Louis Bourguet of Nimes (1702) ; Harley 
Library (1729). — Fol. 63" Alcestis (1029—end) ; 65" arg. to Rhes.; 67° 


Spranger, Studi Italiani di filologia classica N.S. 10 (1932) p. 323; P. G. Mason, 
Classical Quarterly N.S. 4 (1954) p. 58. 
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Rhesus; 86” arg. to Troad.; 877-118" Troades; 114 blank. A few short 
marginal scholia: on Rhes. 826 (almost identical with the scholium in L: 
Schwartz II p. 343.22) ; on Rhes. 920; on T'road. 396 (almost identical with 
the scholium in V: Schwartz II p. 358.17). The whole ms. (also its pre- 
ceding Sophoclean part) is written by one hand. 'The Euripidean part 
begins on the first leaf of a new gathering. The Euripidean part divides, 
with reference to the text character represented, in two distinct parts. 

The first part: Alcestis 1029—end, Rhesus, Troades 1-610 (fol. 637-99"), 
shows agreement with the tradition LP in Alcestis and Rhesus, and with 
the tradition P in Troades: cf. Alc. 1089 xnpevoe Aéxos D, ynpevon A€xos V: 
x"peves povos LPQ; Alc. 1105 a60p« BV: spa LPQ (also Vs): Alc. 1132 
nav ócovrep BV: már?’ ócarep LPQ; Rhes. Y ópÜov kepaAgv vxvv épeicas V: 
om. LPQ (apOov xepadrnv mjxvv épeicas in marg. LY’); Rhes. 66 érewavy Pap. 
Paris Supplément grec 1099, LPQ: é$goav V ; Rhes. 66 uetvac V : eiva. LPQ; 
Rhes. 928 és xépa V : éoxapav LPQ ; Troad. 12 Bpéras V: Bapos PQ; Troad. 
219 eA0«v V : om. PQ; Troad. 312 Baeuuxots Aéxrpous V : om. PQ; Troad. 368 
kvmpw V: nów PQ; Troad. 484 mów 6 áXovsay V: wów Üavovcay PQ; 
Troad. 490 éddAaS’ cicadigopa: V: ('EAAdB' om.) cicadigopar P!Q (eis Sopous 
adi~oua: P?). While Q agrees with LP in Alcestis (1059—end) and Rhesus, 
and with P in Troades (1-610), it does not descend from L in Alcestts 
(1059-end) and Rhesus, because it is free from the interpolations intro- 
duced by Lt, and it does not depend directly on P in Alcestis (1059-end), 
Rhesus, Troades (1-610), because it is free from some errors of P: cf. Rhes. 
261 émi yày tpoiay V: èri rày tpoiav L (somebody tampered later with rpoíav 
in L): éri yay’ (rpotay omisso in fine versiculi) P: éri yav rpotav Q; Troad. 
211 Oepdrav V : Ücpárawayv ex Oepárevav corr. P : Oepázvay Q (also XV) ; Troad. 
218 rdde Bevrepá por V: rà (-8e om.) Sevrepa por P: rade Sevrepa por Q; Troad. 
22% mupoaivwv V; svpOevoy P: mupcewy Q (also Ve); Troad. 267 ri V: 
om. P: habet Q. The inescapable conclusion is that Q in this portion agrees 
with the tradition LP, including the T'roades as carried by P (but omitted 
by L). 

The same agreement of Q with the tradition LP appears in corresponding 
parts of arguments to Rhesus exhibited in Q (p. 323.1—324.6 Schwartz, 
p. 325.11-12, index personarum, p. 324.7—325.9 áveAero). The argument 
part p. 323.1—324.6 is carried also in V, but is missing in LP. Its genuine 
character is vouched by the parallel version in the Pap. Soc. Ital. 1286 
(cf. Carlo Gallavotti, Pubblicazioni della Società Italiana. Papiri greci e 
latini vol. XII fasc. II p. 193). In this argument part, the ms. Q obviously 
represents a text independent from V and shows some readings that are 
better than those of V : cf. arg. Rhes. p. 323.8 kargvrykóres oxnvnv Q: xoírqy: 
(spatio 10 litt. vacuo relicto) V. Probably that argument part to Rhesus 
(descending from the common medieval archetype of the select plays) was 
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written in the source of LPQ, then was accidentally omitted by LP, but 
was copied by Q. In the rest of the arguments, Q significantly agrees 
with the tradition LP against V: cf. arg. Rhes. p. 324.11 Schw. exenfeis V : 
érerBes LPQ; p. 324.21 dàyiov Bápos LP, áAyiBapos Q: BápBapos V. In the 
argument by Aristophanes of Byzantium, p. 325.4-9, the ms. Q seems to 
follow basically the tradition LP, but apparently is also influenced bv the 
Vatican version as carried by Va (which the scribe Q knew: see below). 
The arguments of Q to Rhesus are a valuable element of the pertinent 
manuscript evidence (cf. below, pp. 296 ff.). 


Certainly, we can assume that Q found the text transcribed in its first 
section in the common source of LP, which necessarily included also the 
Troades. It means that the Troades was not taken by P from a different 
source, but that the T'roades was extant in the common source of LP. In 
a few cases, Q avoided the errors or flaws of LP:Jeg., cf. Alc. 1072 wore 

r 

ow BVL'Q: om. L? (addito Aw in margine), om. P! (éx 6«ov P?). The 
words wore ony are written in Q, because Q may have drawn them from the 
Palat. 98 = Va (which the scribe of Q used for the other portion of Q — 
see below), or possibly these words were added in the source of LP at some 
later date (after the ms. P was copied from that source). 'The scribe of Q 
probably was sufficiently conversant with the metrics to notice the flaws of 
the text transcribed, and he may have looked to Va for a correction in the 
case of an obvious error: cf. Rhes. 858 ola wAnupedés VQ, oiba zAnucdés Va: 
wAnppeAds (xAnpedes L) ola LP. Or he may have noticed an omission by 
comparing his source with Va, e.g.: Rhes. 889 rapfe Ae(cov rode w3ua V, 
TrapB« Ae/cawev róĝe mpa VaQ: om. LP. In the poetic text, Q made some 
corrections of his own (unless he found them already made in his source 
at some later date), e.g., Alc. 1037 áruatovy BVVaLP : áriQov Q (an obvious 
metrical correction). The transcribing of Troades by Q from that source 
of LP ends in Q on fol. 99" in the middle of the page (in its 17*® line) 
with the line Troad. 610. The text of Troad. 608 still goes along with the 
P tradition: Troad. 608 serpayós. V, -w Va: werovboo Stobaeus 4.54.4 
(V p. 1113.12 W.-H.), PQ. Then, Troad. 609 at the end of the line, instead 
of éxe, there is only é in Q. And in Troad. 610 the word Sopé at the end of 
the line is missing in Q. It is obvious that the P-like source of Q at the 
time of the copying of Q was incomplete in the Troades: it ended with the 
line Troad. 610 and had some damage at the end of the two last lines, 
T'road. 609 and 610. And it must have been incomplete also at its beginning 
(as it existed then), if Q began copying Euripides almost from the end of 
Alcestts. 


The scribe of Q seems to have abandoned for some time the continuation 
of the T'roades. When he resumed it, he used a somewhat different ink and 
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showed a less careful script. But the handwriting in Q is decidedly the 
same in the continuation of the Troades.?°° Now, the text Troad. 611-end 
in Q (fol. 99Y-113") was transcribed from the Palat. 98 = Vaj (cf. above, 
pp. 91 f.; the ms. Va is a direct apograph of V). This is shown by specific 
agreements, e.g.: Troad. 735 ay VP: & Va, à Q; Troad. 774 (beginning 
of the line) dyere $épere piwrer? VP: dyere dépere xa pwrer' VaQ. It goes 
without saying that Q necessarily carries peculiarities of V which were propa- 
gated by Va: e.g., cf. Troad. 651 «ew re P: dow (re om.) VVaQ; Troad. 
675 uwv P: Sdpov VVaQ; Troad. 783 u(yr)p(o)s poyepas Batve watpwwv P: 
om. V VaQ. ‘It is pertinent to note that Copenhagen 417 in T'roades is an 
apograph of Va (C? below, p. 332) Therefore, in Troad. 611—end the ms. Q 
and the Copenhagen 417 are gemelli as derived from the same source and, 
naturally, they agree in that stretch of the text in many peculiarities copied 
from Va((cf. Kirchhoff, Euripidis Troades pp. 5 f.). /But a word of warning 
should be said here against a rash assumption that the section T'road. 611— 
end could be copied from the Copenhagen 417 \(cf. Troad. 675 8ywv P and 
Copenhagen 417, the latter making obviously his own correction of the 
error of Va: ŝov V VaQ ; this shows that Q did not know Copenhagen 417). 


The question of the kinship of the former section of Q (Alcestts 1029- 
end, Rhesus, Troades 1-610) with the P tradition deserves careful con- 
sideration. Above, we have postulated that Q derived this section from that 
common source of LP and that it was not transcribed from P. Since Q in 
that section agrees with LP in Alcestis and Rhesus and with P in Troades, 
the conclusion seems logical that the T'roades was included in the joint 
volume which carried the tradition LP, i.e., in that common source of LP, 
and was not taken by Q from some other source. I can adduce in the 
following an extremely important corroboration of the idea that the common 
source of LP included likewise the T'roades. 


In the T'roades, there are three passages that appear in & complete form 
in V, but show both in P and Q common damage which can be explained 
only by damage affecting their common source.”*! In order to give complete 


39° This was stated correctly by Paley, Euripides I p. XXIX note 4, against Kirch- 
hoff, Euripidis Troades pp. 4 f., and Euripidis tragoediae I p. vrrr. Also the report 
repeated by Kirchhoff to the effect that the former part of the Euripides text is 
written on bombycine and the latter part is on (Western) paper is, of course, 
inasmuch erroneous as the whole volume, considering its size and its date, must 
be — and actually is — of Western paper. Moreover, after the change of ink on fol. 
997, the paper of subsequent folios is of the same stock as that of the preceding 
folios 63 ff. 

291 Only two of the damaged passages were discussed in reference to P only (with- 
out any mention of Q) by Wilamowitz, Analecta Euripidea pp. 51 f.; cf. C. Robert, 
Hermes 13 (1878) pp. 136-138. In both discussions, the purpose was to establish 
the size of page or column in the source of P for Troades. — For & discussion of the 
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evidence, I shall quote the text of the three passages from V, P, and Q — 
in the arrangement of lines as they appear in these manuscripts, respectively : 
V 


Troad. 153 éxaßņ ri Opoeis, ri 8 Üuvaces: 
154 moi Aóyos Hees à yàp peAdOpov: 
155 dior oixrovs, ods oixrily’ 


P 
153 éxaBn ri Ópodis- ri &è Üovaces 
154+155 &à yàp ueAdÓÜpov. rovs ovs oixrily. 


Qs 
153 éxaBy ri Opoeis; ri 9€ Üovacas ; 
154 blank Sia yàp nueAaOpov: 
155 blank Tovs ovs oixriln’ 
Qre 


158 éxdBr ri Opoeis; ri 9€ Owioces ; 
154 wot Adyos Hee’ Sia yàp peAdÜpov: 
155 dior otxrovs, ovs oixrify: 


The above situation is quite clear. The text in V was complete. The 
common source of P and Q had illegible or damaged beginnings of the lines 
Troad. 154 and 155. The scribe of P simply disregarded the illegible or 
damaged spots and wrote the lines 154+155 continuously while skipping 
over those spots. Q% reproduced the source faithfully by leaving out corre- 
sponding blanks. Later on, the same scribe QP*, in the pale ink of the 
second section, filled in the gaps, probably transcribing the missing words 
from Va, for Q did have Va at his disposal and used it for the end of 
Troades. 


The next passage damaged in the source of PQ is Troad. 194—1945-195. 
This is the evidence: 
V 


Troad. 194 vexvwy ápevqvóv ayaAp’. Ñ) ray 
194b rapa re mpoÜ/pows pvAaxdy karéxov 
195 œ’ Ñ waidwy Oerrep’ à rpotas, 
196  dpxayovs eixov rimas. 
P 
194 vexvwv dapernva 


three passages, cf. P.G. Mason, “ The Manuscript Tradition of Troades and Bacchae,” 
Classical Review 62 (1948) pp. 105-107. 
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194b mapà mpoÜipots 
195 Ñ waidwy Operrnpas, 
196  ápyayovs elyov ripas. 


Q 


194  vexvov dpevn 

194b mapà mpoÓipois 

195 o° } waidwv Opérrav 
196 dpyayods elxoy Tips. 


Again the text of P and Q shows that the ends of lines 194, 1945, 195 
were damaged or illegible in their common source, because those ends (as 
we know them from V) are omitted in P and Q. We can see that the 
damage grew a little worse between the time of P and Q, because in the 
line 194 the scribe Q read only àpev$ Q as compared with ápevyyvà P. On 
the other hand, the scribe Q transcribed correctly at the beginning of line 
195 the o’, which P just disregarded. The damages were at the end of the 
respective lines and, therefore, were less obvious than the gaps at the begin- 
ning of lines 154 and 155. This explains why the scribe Q overlooked the 
flaws of the passage and was not provoked to look up Va for the purpose 
of filling in the missing words. 

The last passage damaged in the source of P and Q is Troad. 232-234: 


V 
Troad. 231  «3pvé: veoyxpov pvOwv Tapias’ 
232  grexe* raxvrovy txvos éfavvoy* 
233 rh pepe ri A€yers SovAae yàp 81 
234 Swpidos eapev, xÜovós 78° 


P 
231  x9pvé veoypov pvOwv tapias. 
232 blank éfavvwy 
238 blank SovAa yap 57 
234 blank x0ovós 7457 
Qe 
231 kipv§ veoypov pvOwv tapias 
232 blank éfawoy* 
233 blank  SovdAat yàp 857 
234 blank xBovós jòn’ 
QpPe 


291 xypv§ veoypov pvOwv Tapias 
232 aoreixe Taxvrouv txyvos éfayvov* 
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233 ri hepa; ri A€ya; oviar yàp 557 
234 Swpidos eopiv x0ovós 787° 


The situation resembles that in Troad. 154-155. The beginnings of the 
lines Troad. 232-233-234 were illegible or damaged in the common source 
of P and Q. P acted in this case more faithfully than in Troad. 154-155 
and left out blanks. Q?** at first left out blanks and, later on, Q™ filled 
them in the different ink and the less careful script of the second section, 
most probably using for the supplement the manuscript Va. 

The above agreements of P and Q and the more faithful reproduction 
of the gaps Troad. 154-155 by Q prove absolutely that Q, while agreeing 
with P, was independent from P —and also prove that both P and Q 
derived from a common source. This source must be identical with the 
common source of LP, for only in this way can we understand the con- 
sistency of the text character of the manuscript Q which agrees with the 
LP tradition in Alcestts and Rhesus, and agrees with the P tradition in the 
said section of T'roades, while being independent both from L and from P. 
This situation also proves that at least a part of that common source of 
LPQ—a part that contained the Euripidean texts Alcestis 1029—end, 
Rhesus, Troades 1-610 — was in existence as late as ca. 1475 A.D., the 
approximate date of the writing of Q. I suspect that the scribe of Q had 
at his disposal just a part of the source of LPQ. 

Now, the two damages in P (Troad. 194-195 and 232-234) were dis- 
cussed in the past, without any reference to Q, by Wilamowitz and Robert 
(cf. above, p. 291 note 291), for the purpose of determining the size of the 
page in the source of P. I am going to comment on the problem by 
extending the discussion to the three passages in both P and Q. 

The above three damages in the common source of LPQ, affecting T'road. 
154—155, 194-194-195, and 232-233-234, point to a damage that affected 
one or two leaves in that source. There are between T'road. 154 and 194, 
and between 194 and 232, about the same numbers of lines in the essential 
mss. VPQ. Between T'road. 154 and 194, there are 39 lines in V, 35 in P, 
40 in Q. Between T'road. 194 and 232, there are 37 lines in V, 36 in P, 
37 in Q. It is apparent that the distance between the three passages in 
question is approximately equal. We have to allow for occasional differences 
between manuscripts in the arrangement of lyrical lines. Then, the text 
between Troad. 154 and 194 contains several exclamations (Troad. 164, 
168, 187, 189°), which sometimes are separated from, or connected with, 
the neighboring lines, as the case may be. This accounts for the varying 
number of lines in VPQ for the text between T'road. 154 and 194. Also 
we have to bear in mind that the lines T'road. 154 and 155 with the 
omissions indicated above are written as one line in P. But between T'road. 
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194 and 232 the line division 18 almost the same in VPQ — they differ only 
in that the lines T'road. 197 and 198 are written separately in V and Q, 
but are linked in one line in P. Obviously, the arrangement of V and Q 
represents the traditional line division for the passage in question — the 
division which must have stood also in the common source of LPQ. It 
seems that the damage appearing in the beginnings of T'road. 154—155, in 
the ends of Troad. 194—194^-195, and in the beginnings of Troad. 232—233- 
234, affected the same location of a spot in the source of LPQ in the recto 
and in the verso of one leaf and in the recto of the next leaf — or in the 
right column of the recto and in the left column of the verso and in the 
right column of the same verso (the writing of lines proceeding down the 
column). The height of the page or of the column in that source must 
have been 38 lines, if there were 37 lines intervening between T'road. 194 
and 232. The same number of lines probably intervened between T'road. 
154 and 194. It is hard to decide what kind of damage affected that spot 
in the 3 successive pages or in the 3 successive columns. If it had been 
a hole, we wonder why in the case of 3 pages no damage appears in the 
present text of PQ in Troad. ca. 270-272 at the end of the lines in the 
presumable fourth page- or, in the case of 3 damaged columns, why no 
damage appears in the text of PQ in Troad. ca. 116—117 at the end of 
the lines in the presumable left column of the recto in that source. I 
should rather guess that the source of LPQ was written in two-column pages 
(as suggested by L and P), with each column ca. 38 lines high, the sequence 
of lines being down the column, and that in that source just one leaf was 
damaged. The endings of the lines Troad. ca. 116-117 in the left column 
of the recto did not show any text loss, because the left column of rectos 
conceivably had a narrow inner margin at the binding and, moreover, the 
lines ca. 116-117, being somewhat shorter anapaestic dimeters, probably did 
not reach the damaged spot. The damage could be caused by some hole 
in the middle of the leaf — or by a tear at the center of the bottom or of 
the top of the leaf. I believe that it was a tear, or some kind of damage, 
rather at the bottom of that leaf. Such a location of that damage is implied 
by the following consideration (cf. P. G. Mason, Classical Review 62 [1948] 
p. 106). There is a significant omission: Troad. 312 fBaeuuxois Aékrpois V 
(written as a separate line) : om. PQ. It is probable that the scribe of the 
source of LPQ omitted this line Bacuuxois Aéxrpois in turning the page. If 
it was so, then it is likely that Troad. 312 paxapia 8 éyw (the line preceding 
the omission) was the bottom line of the right column in the recto of the 
leaf which followed upon the damaged leaf. After the line T'road. 234 
(presumably being the bottom line of the right column in the verso of the 
damaged leaf), the text Troad. 235—312 paxapia & éyo as written in V 
makes 79 lines; in Q, it makes 82 lines; in P (which seems to crowd lyrical 
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lines), it makes 72 lines. The number of lines as carried in a more faithful 
line arrangement in VQ, ca. 79—82 lines, most probably filled the next two- 
column recto up to the point where the scribe of the source of LPQ, in 
turning the page, by simple oversight omitted the colon Troad. 312 Baeuuxois 
Aékrpois. There is another peculiar point that calls for an explanation. In 
the latter two of the damaged passages, three lines were affected in each 
case by the damage, while in the first passage only two lines show defects. 
This could be explained by an assumption that in the damaged leaf the 
recto text page was (in each column) one line shorter than the verso text 
page — with the result that in the recto page, in the right column in ques- 
tion, only two of the bottom lines were within the damaged spot, while in 
the longer verso page three bottom lines in each column were within that 
very same damaged spot. I should like to record that Wilamowitz (Analecta 
Euripidea pp. 51 f.) assumed for the source of the T'roades in P a page of 
38 lines, while C. Robert (Hermes 13 [1878] pp. 136—138), led also by 
other considerations, postulated a column of 38 lines. 

The part of the source of LPQ, copied at a later date by Q (Alc. 1029- 
end, Rhes., Troad. 1-610), contained approximately (on the basis of the 
line numbering in Nauck?) 135 +996 +610 =1741 text lines and the 
arguments to Rhesus and to Troades. If we assume for the source of LPQ 
a page of 2X 38 — 76 lines, or a quire of 76 X 16 — 1216 lines, then it 
would seem that the part copied by Q was contained in 24 pages, i.e., 
1 quaternion + 1 binion (approximately 23 pages of poetic text and 1 page 
of arguments). Those gatherings were probably once torn out of that source. 
The three plays (Alc., Rhes., Troad.) at some date must have been bound 
there in the succession represented by Q. 

Another contribution to the same problem may be quoted from the 
Iphigenia Taurica. The original blanks in Iph. Taur. 1380 between 7 and 
rey€a:, and in Iph. Taur. 1404 between èx and érwpédas, left both by L? 
and P!, resulted from a damage (pointed out by Wilamowitz, Analecta 
Eunripidea p. 32) in some common source of LP which must have had 
24 lines to a column or to a page. Since we have established above for 
the immediate common source of LPQ a column of 38 lines, the damage 
in Iphigenia Taurica that occurred originally in a page or column of 24 
lines has to be referred to an earlier source of the LP tradition. 

In connection with the above question of the common source of LPQ, 
we have to take into consideration the existence of a small, but very 
significant element of the same tradition, viz.: two arguments in the ms. 
Milan O 123 sup. 

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, O 123 sup. (no. 598 in Martini-Bassi, 
Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrostanae II pp. 689ff.). 
Paper, a composite volume of the 15t and 16'^ cent., 22 X 16 cm., 184 foll. 
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Once owned by Giovan Vincenzo Pinelli, 1535-1601 (cf. Frati, Dizionario 
bio-bibliografico des bibliotecari e bibliofili italiani pp. 460 f.). — Fol. 32° 
(written, as it seems, early in the 16t century) : part of argument to Medea 
(p. 138.8-15 Schwartz), and part of argument to Rhesus (p. 323.2—324.6 
Schwartz). The argument part to Medea corresponds to a part of the argu- 
ment carried, in a complete form, by P and some other mss. (that part 
is omitted in L). The argument part to Rhesus appears also in Q and V 
which carry the complete argument, but the very same part of the argu- 
ment is omitted by LP. Now, in the pertinent argument part to Medea, 
the Milan ms. agrees most strikingly with P: cf. arg. Med. p. 138.8 Schw. 
mapa Neójpovos] ava $povos P and Milan; p. 138.8 òs — 10 brouvpaow om. 
P and Milan; p. 138.10 wedvAayévar] wepuxévac P and Milan. The argu- 
ment part to Rhesus of the Milan ms. can be compared with the mss. V 
and Q (no other independent mss. exhibit that part). The Milan ms. 
reveals a strong affinity with Q; cf. arg. Rhes. p. 323.9 Schw. émdaveioa 
karéaxe V: karéaxev émdaveioa Q and Milan; p. 323.11 peifova 6ocofa V: 
EveoOat peiLova Q and Milan; p. 323.12 éricracGa: Q and Milan: èr: (spatium 
6 litt.) V; p. 323.17 $«civ Milan, $aew Q: spatium 3 litt. vacuum in V; 
p. 324.4/5 riv arpareiay Q and Milan: om. V. While the Milan ms. obviously 
agrees with Q, it is not transcribed from Q: cf. p. 323.6 romov V: om. Q: 
rárre Milan. The Milan ms. has some errors of its own: cf. p. 323.8 èri 8 
Thv Ékropos karqvrgpkóres oxnvyv Q: éri 56 ryv Exropos Koirnv: (spatio 10 litt. 
vacuo relicto) V: (èri 8é rhv éxropos kargvrgkóres OM.) oxyv?v Milan. The 
close affinity of the Rhesus argument in the Milan ms. with Q is obvious. 

If we combine the agreement of the Milan argument to Medea with P, 
and the agreement of the Milan argument to Rhesus with Q, we can 
conclude with good reason that the Milan arguments descend from the 
common source of LPQ, in which that argument part to Rhesus (missing 
in LP) was apparently included. It was by chance omitted both by L and 
P; however, it was copied from that very source by Q (cf. above, pp. 
289 f.). Above, I postulated that at the time of Q being written (ca. 1475 
A.D.) a part of that source of LPQ, containing Alc. 1029-end, Rhes., Troad. 
1-610, was already torn out and separated from the original volume. The 
Milan page in question, being obviously a disparate element in the com- 
posite Milan volume, was written, to judge from its script, possibly at the 
beginning of the 16t? century. The common source of LPQ was at the time 
of the Milan transcript already affected by the earlier separation of the 
part mentioned above. Thus we can assume that the Milan arguments were 
derived indirectly from that source of LPQ which had earlier included, in 
the same volume, both Medea and Rhesus. 

I should like to emphasize that the Milan arguments, carrying the PQ 
tradition, are a very important confirmation of our results concerning 
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the common source of LPQ. As small as the Milan element is, it should 
be recorded, especially for the argument to Rhesus, in future editions of 
Euripides. 


THE TRIAD IN LP 


What remains now is the problem of the triad — Hecuba, Orestes, Phoe- 
nissae — in LP or, strictly speaking, the problem of the relationship of L 
and P in those three plays (which we have left out in the above treatment 
of the annotated plays in LP). 

From a survey of the apparatus in Murray it appears easy to see that 
L and P are not so closely similar in the triad as they are in other plays. 
Of course, the significance of some agreements of readings as they appear 
in apparatuses has to be examined critically, considering the fact that the 
Byzantine readings are not presented as such in the contemporary editions, 
and the relation of LP or L or P to Byzantine readings does not appear 
in the critical annotations of the modern editions. But I wish to state that 
as a result of a systematic comparison of the readings of L and P with 
the essential manuscript evidence from the vetustiores and recentiores, 
from Moschopulus and Thomas (and also from Triclinius, whose influence, 
if any, may be of interest only in examining P), I have come to some 
reasonably certain conclusions. 

First of all, under the impression of the demonstrated situation in the 
unannotated and 5 annotated plays, we should look for some clues that 
might point, also in the triad, to & possible common origin of LP. To be 
sure, there are not too many peculiar readings or significant errors in the 
triad in LP (i.e. such peculiarities or errors that would not occur in 
other mss.), but still there are some of them appearing ezclusitvely in LP: 
cf. Hec. 19 &évo vulgo codd.: $e LP (from a gloss, e.g., Mt!ReS) ; 
Orest. 1528 éy om. LP; Phoen. 382 arap ri rdde> Sei yàp $épew rà rov Ücov 
LP (rd8e, instead of ravra, coincides with the Thoman variant ZY’; Set yàp, 
instead of Si, and rov eoù, instead of rev Oewv, are exclusive features of 
LP) ; Phoen. 387 vporov vulgo: rò mpõrov L, rompwrov P ; Phoen. 521 $acyava 
vulgo: $dcyavoy LP. I could quote some more agreements of LP, but since 
they would not be exclusive features of LP, their significance would call 
for a different interpretation. 

The great bulk of agreements LP in seemingly peculiar readings refers 
to Byzantine interpolations if and when they appear coincidentally in 
L and P. Of course, such readings are by no means exclusive features of 
LP. Then, they show that the value of the LP text is considerably lower 
in the triad, because there is in these mss. a great amount of interpolation. 
As to our basic problem, if we assume that L and P may stem in the 
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triad from the same common source as in other plays— an assumption 
that is suggested by those exclusive agreements of LP quoted above a while 
ago — then we could assume that the common source of LP underwent in 
the triad a strong interpolation and revision some time around 1300 A.D., 
a revision that introduced many Palaeologean interpolations reappearing 
in LP and probably compared the text of the triad with other manuscript 
sources, but by inadvertence failed to remove those relatively few peculiar 
errors which were left in that common source and thus reappeared both 
in L and P. 


Let us list Byzantine interpolations appearing both in L and P, without 
attempting, however, a complete tabulation. As should be expected, there 
are some Moschopulean interpolations in LP, but even many more Thoman 
interpolations, which is quite natural considering the Thoman atmosphere 
of that learned center in which the immediate source of LP and L itself 
seem to have originated. 


Moschopulean readings appear both in L and in P, e.g., in these cases: 
Hec. 50 xépas LP, 56 8ovAeov LP, Orest. 439 exes eireiv LP, Phoen. 40 
fetve LP, 416 parevwy LP, 554 rois ye veteres: roto. (ye om.) Moschop. 
(also Thomas, Triclinius) : rois (ye om.) LP. While the omission of ye 
is à Moschopulean interpolation, the mss. LP also agree in rois (not roi, 
as it should be expected). 


There appear more cases of Thoman readings followed both by L and 
P, e.g.: Hec. 53 oxsviy LP**, 120 & 6 LP, 209 oxdre LP* (oxóroy P!), 394 
ons om. L'P, 734 ápyeoy LP, 778 àAos éme LP, 850 &yoye xai LP, 982 per el 
LP, Orest. 922 daxépaov LP, 1192 rãs: yàp ty $iAov LP, 1274 od] ov LP, 
Phoen. 174 $uapárov Thomas e scholiis veteribus, LP, 277 ras é$eorácas 
L?°, ras é$eorócas P (rives éfeoracw LP*), 382 rade LP, 1176 py (où om.) 
L/P, 1431 xapias LP. 

The above examples of Moschopulean and Thoman readings followed 


by LP might be a result of a strong interpolation of the common source 
of LP. 


Then, L and P diverge in very many cases, especially with regard to 
Byzantine interpolations. There are many Moschopulean and even many 
more Thoman readings in L which are not shared concurrently by P. 
On the other hand, there are many more Moschopulean and Thoman 
interpolations in P from which L is free. I should like to present the 
evidence for this situation and, afterwards, I shall attempt to give an 
explanation of these facts. | 


First, I shall deal with L. The lists below are not a complete tabulation 
of the pertinent cases. 'These are some of the Byzantine interpolations 
appearing in L but not shared by P: 
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For Moschopulean interpolations in L (not in P), e.g., cf.: Hec. 620 
xaAdor’ evrexvora:e L, 666 58«* eis xaspov 66 goio: daiverar Adyos L, 1266 8 
om. L, Orest. 782 rë Soxciy L, 786 (rò om.) xarÜDavev L, Phoen. 30 rov épór 
L, 1226 $avaev 7' L. 

Thoman interpolations in L are considerably more frequent. 


Thoman interpolations in L (not shared by P) occur, e.g., in these 
cases: Hec. 60 óuó8ovAov viv L, 62 pov ŝépas L, 105 aipauévg Z*L*, 258 ô) 
om. ZL, Orest. inscriptio Evpuríbov 'HAékrpa L, Orest. 632 wes L, 778 peime 
L, 1012 oiv woAvrovas L, 1406 moàépw L, 1445 pede wabeiv L, Phoen. 77 
xndos T’ L, 235 dBavarov L, 242 wore óu L, 247 céxva L, 405 yévos & L, 
449 «oy om. L, 892 8€ L, 966 Soin rs L, 987 mpõrov L, 1035 éy otxas L, 
1058 érrarvàa L, 1312 rocovrov L. 


The high frequency of Thoman readings in L is amazing. There is no 
doubt that its source was strongly interpolated by a grammarian who was 
partial to the Thoman recension. But then we have to keep in mind 
that the above interpolations were not shared by P and that, in its turn, 
P had many interpolations of which L is free. Now, I am going to set 
forth the evidence (though not an exhaustive tabulation) for Byzantine 
interpolations in P that are not shared by L. 


Moschopulean interpolations in P (in which L does not concur) appear, 
e.g.: Hec. 76 «lBoy- elSov yàp P, 265 mpoopáypara P, 821 rocovra P, 1119 
cot re xai P (this is a reading of the recentiores and Moschopulus), 1183 
alterum u3& P, Orest. 609 dvayas P, 1602 85 om. P, Phoen. 417 & P, 548 
70d’ drovéuew P, 1022 moAvaTovos roAvpoyxGos P, 1046 aopevos P, 1537 Svoravoy 
&euvíiows P, 1593 cor P, 1648 éxreAeiy P, 1762 dAAà yàp P. 

Thoman readings in P (not shared by L) are even more frequent, e.g.: 
Hec. 88 xacavdpav P, 164 érapoyós &ora« P, 182 qvxas wépe P, 620 xaJJuora 
T’ evyovwrare P (idem Zc), Orest. 42 yAavidwy & P, 415 uév om. P, 491 
[..] codias P (ov aodias Thomas, P??), 783 xai paAAoy P, 787 oiv om. P, 
1023 rda’ om. P, 1506 rotpoy èx Sopwv P, 1607 ydp p P, Orest. subscr. réAos 
eipiridov Aéxrpas P (subscr. erasa in L), Phoen. 350/351 er’ épis etre o(Gapos 
P, 481 rað’ P, 488 alterum pyre P, 545 abroiv P, 577 yévad’ id’ P, 633 abies 
om. P, 793 àAA' äpparı P (dAA' äppaoı Thomas), 852 wdpeua yğs P, 945 
€or’ Geos P, 1234 Biov P, 1282 om. Z, Thomas, Triclin., P, 1701 (a0 om.) 
dÜA(ov warpos rékva P, 1717 85ra om. P, 1717 sapÜcvoy (85 om.) P, 1761 
yw & P. 

As to possible Triclinian interpolations in P, I have noted two cases of 
Triclinian readings in P (of course, they cannot be shared by L, because 
L is pre-Triclinian) : Hec. 1194 ároAovr' ovr«s Triclinius, P (but also Athos 
Vatopedi 36 and Venice 507 — cf. above, p. 190) : Orest. 831 xai] 4 Triclinius, 
P. Conceivably these Triclinian readings were introduced into the source 
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of LP after L was copied from it. Naturally, we cannot say how many 
Moschopulean or Thoman readings carried by P (but not shared by L) may 
have been due to the Triclinian influence if Triclinius happened to have 
accepted those particular readings of his predecessors. 

The picture and the rationale of agreements LP and divergences between 
L and P in the triad has become clear in the light, of the above evidence. 
We have also to attempt a solution of the problem of the mutual relationship 
of L and P in these three plays. I think that we can assume that the triad 
in L and P stems from the same common source of LP from which the 
other plays were derived. The basic textual stock of the triad in that source 
was originally old, but in the common source of LP it was interpolated with 
many Moschopulean and even many more Thoman readings. Some of them 
reappeared concurrently in L and P, or in L only. First, the ms. L was 
transcribed from that source, and the text of L in the tríad mirrors faith- 
fully the quite considerable number of Byzantine interpolations that had 
been introduced into that common source of LP. Then, at a later stage, 
after L was copied, that common source of LP underwent in the triad an 
intensive revision which canceled some of the Byzantine interpolations that 
had stood there before and restored vulgate old readings. 'This explains why 
some interpolations appearing in L do not appear in P. The revision, more- 
over, introduced into the text of that common source, or recorded as optional 
variants, some other interpolations. This explains why there are in P inter- 
polations which do not appear in L. The triad, being the most popular group 
of plays, especially invited corrections, changes, and additional variants, to 
be introduced into that source of LP. It may be that even more persons 
than one subsequently worked on the text of the triad in that source. The 
above theory accounts for the puzzling fact that the texts of the triad in LP 
agree and diverge, show old text basis and an unusual frequency of inter- 
polations. For all practical purposes, the triad texts of L and P can and 
should be disregarded. If I did devote some attention to an analysis of LP 
in the triad, it was done, first, to demonstrate their interpolated character 
in the triad and, second, to attempt an explanation of their text character 
in the triad in accordance with the basic relationship of L and P which 
we have demonstrated in the unannotated and in the 5 annotated plays. 

We should perhaps say a few words about the presumable original “ old ” 
character of the triad text in the source of LP. The ms. L reflects the text 
of the common source better than its gemellus P which descended from that 
source after a subsequent revision. Therefore, we should look in L for some 
clues pointing to the original text character of the triad in that source. 

Some characteristic old readings, indeed, were not obliterated by the 
learned grammarian who edited the collection of 19 Euripidean plays in 
that common source of LP. It seems that originally the text of the triad 
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there was close enough to the respectable manuscripts H (the Jerusalem 
palimpsest) and M. I have noted a few striking coincidences: ??? 


Hec. 915 trvos om. HL”. — Orest. 1468 vy. H, it seems that there is 
$vye H (so read by Spranger), dvya M, vyö L. This is an extremely 
interesting coincidence. Was there in the manuscript tradition a variant 
$vyo 5 roi? This would mean a new adjective $vyos. — Orest. 1538 av om. 
HCL (habent M, vulgo codd.). I remind the reader that C is very close 
to M and to what we might call the Venice tradition (led by M). Another 
coincidence of L with C appears Orest. 612 dyAov HM, vulgo codd.: xopov 
CL. An agreement of L with MC appears Orest. 1220 é Senos MCL. This 
would mean that the primary genuine tradition which was at the basis of 
the triad text of L was originally affiliated with the M tradition. I also can 
quote some other cases of an agreement of L with M: 


Hec. 956 «wwróv ovdéey ML, also Thoman mss. Zs, Zu: ovdSév morov vulgo 
codd., Stobaeus 4.41.36 (V p. 938.12 W.-H.), Orion Antholognom. 8.23 
(Meineke, Stobaeus IV p. 264.13) ; Hec. 1034 Biorov ML, but also Thoman 
mss. ZZbP*ZcZs ; Orest. 695 yàp xai MCL, but also the Thoman ms. Zd, T=? 
Since in these cases some 'Thoman manuscripts coincide with M or MC, 
we cannot be sure whether the concurrence of L is due to its primary affilia- 
tion with the M tradition or to the influence of the Thoman tradition which 
permeated the triad of L very strongly. There is a highly important case: 
Phoen. 1199 versum habet M, add. LP*: om. vulgo codd. et L**. Does this 
mean that the line in the archetype was omitted in the text and added in 
the margin, so that subsequent copies were likely to omit it and only M, 
so far as we know, was careful enough to copy it? Did L° add the line 
from his immediate source or rather from some M-like manuscript? Or did 
the main scribe of L who added the line in the margin perhaps have our 
very codex M at his disposal? I consider it quite possible that M was at 
that time there, i.e., as we surmise, in Thessalonica. This guess may be 
supported by the way in which Triclinius edited the text Orest. 823 peydAn 
MCBAVRSLP, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, Moschop. Thomas: 
mwouidta MY? woxidAa C? xoxiAn Tt. Consequently, Triclinius knew that rare 
variant and adopted it, probably for metrical reasons. Did he perhaps see 
it in M? It is quite a possibility. If M was in Thessalonica at that time, 
then L may have examined it during the revision and used it in Phoen. 


292 I do not press the case Orest. 609 (é£- om.) éA6ei» HL? (also Laur. 31, 25). 
This may be à meaningless coincidence in all these manuscripts, for the omission of 
é£- may be due in each of them individually to a metrical interpolation made to 
reduce the lines of 13 syllables to a dodecasyllable (cf. above, p. 168). The same kind 
of metrical interpolation appears Orest. 1535 alterum re om. HAS, Madrid 4677, 
Copenhagen 417: this was done to reduce a catalectic trochaic tetrameter of 16 
syllables to the standard number of 15 syllables. 
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1199. At any rate, I should say that the presence in L of such rare errors 
or variants like Hec. 915 Šrvos om. a.c. and Orest. 1468 $vyo shows that, 
these readings being probably residuals of the original tradition carried by 
the source of LP and by L, the tradition represented in the source of LP 
and in L in the triad was originally affiliated with the Venice tradition 
represented by M and H. Cf. below, pp. 309 f., 319 f. 


The original affiliation of the source LP with the tradition of the Jeru- 
salem palimpsest appears in the case Orest. 1403 åp MBVaRS, Madrid 
4677»», Moschopulus, Thomas: åp om. HCALP, Madrid 4677*5, Tt. It is 
peculiar that C, a satellite of M, in this case departs from M. The main 
thing is that H followed by some veteres and by Triclinius omits avyp and 
that both L and P show the same omission. 


I ought perhaps to mention two particularly striking agreements of P 
with mistakes of H and of M (followed by some other mss.) : Orest. 1161 
éurosev H (the accent is not quite clear, the circumflex is read by Spranger), 
éurodwy P (éxwodev correctly L); Orest. 1258 érevyopecÓ" vulgo codd., ère- 
yóuecÓ" RSL: om. MCAP. One wonders how in both cases L escaped those 
errors. Or were they introduced into the source of LP later, after L was 
copied from it? 


As I said before, the source of LP must have undergone a very thorough 
revision at a later time, after L was copied from it, but before P was tran- 
scribed. As a result of that revision, many interpolations were removed, 
other interpolations were introduced, peculiar readings were corrected on 
the basis of the vulgate, many readings were recorded as variants, and thus 
it happened that the transcript P became so different from L, though both 
were derived from the same codex.???' 


To sum up our analysis of the triad in LP, I wish to state that while an 
absolutely certain solution of the relationship of L and P in the triad is not 
possible, nevertheless it is quite permissible to assume that L and P stem, 
also in the triad, from the same common source of LP which underwent a 
strong interpolation before L was copied, and another revision and inter- 
polation at some time before P was transcribed. At any rate, the evidence 
of L and P for the text of the triad is deprived of value, except for scattered 
peculiarities which throw subsidiary light on the diffusion of some rare 
readings of the old tradition, as indicated by the above examples. 


To conclude the discussion of the mss. L and P and of their common 
source, I should like to add a few words on the possible background of that 


392a For an important methodical discussion of analogous cases, cf. now Jean 
Irigoin, ‘‘Stemmas bifides et états de manuscrits," Revue de philologie IIIe série, 
28 (1954) pp. 211-217. 
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source of LP. On the basis of our preceding discussion, we can consider as 
demonstrated the existence of that common source of LP early in the 14% 
century in Thessalonica, for most probably there it was copied by the two 
scribes of L, one of whom was Nicolaus Triclinius, and subsequently in- 
spected by Demetrius Triclinius during his revision of L. 

For the particular purpose of investigating the background of the source 
of LP, the select plays in that common source of LP are, of course, of 
lesser importance, because their diffusion in the Middle Ages is obvious 
and well known.?? But with regard to the non-select plays, the natural 
question arises whether there are any traces of their knowledge in the 
Byzantine literature prior to the 14" century. I dismiss here the particular 
question of the Bacchae used in the Christus Patiens (cf. above, p. 279). 
Anyway, that play probably was a commented play and belonged to the 
‘selection ’, and it is only by accident that a commented text of the Bacchae 
(with scholia) did not reach us. But some traces of the non-select plays 
of Euripides in the Byzantine literature would indirectly corroborate our 
vision of the source of LP located in Thessalonica around 1300 A.D. 

It was observed that Eustathius of Thessalonica knew not only plays of 
the selection, but also some of the non-select plays of Euripides.?* Some 
of his quotations from the non-select plays stemmed indirectly from gram- 
matical, lexicographical, and other literary sources. Yet, there are in Eu- 
stathius a few references that point to his direct, firsthand knowledge of the 
non-select plays. These are the most essential references resulting, as it 
seems, from Eustathius! direct reading of Euripides: 

Eustath. Od. p. 1850.35 — ryv earvpucjyv moígow. js riv ué8o5oy wapadyAot 
0 péxpe viv evproxdpevos Eùpiriĝeos KoxAoy ; Eust. Il. p. 30.34 wap’ Etperidy 
év 'EAévy (Helena 59) rò «Aéyos vroarpoca:? ; Eust. in Dionys. Perieg. 1181 
(Geogr. Gr. Min. II p. 407.34 Müller) (Etperi8ys —) pno yovv èv “Ion (Ion 
5-6) > «óp$aAóv uécov xabiLwv PoiBos tprwdei Bporois» ; Eust. Il. p. 281.44 dre 
è obruo érionpos ó XaAxwdwv, ws dx’ abrov kai XaAxwSovridSas A€yecOar rovs. Eù- 
Boeis, SnAot Evpiridyns "Iwn, eimov (Ion 59—60): «rois "AOnvatos rois re XaAxo- 


*?' For an early medieval (9th cent.) reference to the Euripidean Medea, in the 
scholia on Strabo’s Chrestomathy 11.18 in the ms. Heidelberg Palat. gr. 398, cf. now 
Aubrey Diller, “The Scholia on Strabo," Traditio 10 (1954) p. 49. — Incidentally, 
concerning the interest in the tragedians in the early Middle Ages, cf. a newly 
published reference from the 10 century to a manuscript of Sophocles: Bae(Aetos 
Aaovpóas, €'H cvAXoy3) miarowy rov xwdixos BM, Add. 30749,» 'A6mra 58 (1954) p. 
196 lines 97-109. 

"* Cf. Harold W. Miller, “Euripides and Eustathius," American Journal of 
Philology 61 (1940) pp. 422-428; Paul Maas, in: Dodds, Euripides Bacchae p. xiv 
note 5; Maas, “ Sorti della letteratura antica a Bizanzio,' in: Pasquali, Storie 
della tradizione e critica del testo* p. 488. For an important discussion of the 
problem, cf. now Zuntz, The Political Plays of Euripides pp. 147 ff. 
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Sovriddais, of viv čxovaw EvBot8a»; Eust. in Dionys. Perieg. 820 (Geogr. Gr. 
Min. II p. 361.34 Müller) "Ieves årò "Ievos rov Hovov ávópós ’Arrucav, Sy xai 
Evperidns (Ion 74) €xríioropa? ioropei €'AawiBos x0ovós» ; Eust. Il. p. 131.21 
as 8 ras pyPeicas eùvàs <ebvaias? sov EUpurións (Ion 172) noir, olev ô wepi- 
rvyov; Eust. Il. p. 57.30 ore 8 rois *Ayatois ef aipécews iv BacrAeds ô 'Ayap£nvov, 
Evpiridys év Ideyeveia (Iph. Aul. 84-85) S8yAot cadéorara; cf. Eust. Il. p. 
185.3 ro &è (Hom. Il. B 108) «moAAais výoois kai "Apye mavri dvdocew> Setypa 
dotì roU ui) darAws xeiporovgróv elvat etr oov aiperóv Bactréa Tov 'Ayap£pvoya, Kara 
twas, ols kai 6 Ebpuriógs èv rj) Kar’ abróv "Idecyeveta. (Iph. Aul. 84-85) avvgyopet. 
There is also a quotation from the Bacchae: Eust. Il. p. 771.54 éxe& evpéOy 
atAds kai rUpmravov, 0 (Bacch. 124) «fjvpaórovov kvxXopa? Evpuriógs wade. 

The above examples show sufficiently that| Eustathius of Thessalonica, 
who was interested in Euripides in general (cf. above, p. 304), must have 
had at his disposal and studied a manuscript containing also the non-select 
plays of Euripides. He quoted in his works also the commented plays of 
Euripides. Thus it can be concluded that Eustathius had at his disposal a 
manuscript of Euripidean tragedies, select and non-select ones, which either 
was the common source of LP itself — or was the exemplar from which that 
source of LP was copied.??5 

Eustathius wrote his commentaries on Dionysius Periegetes and on Homer 
in Constantinople, before going to Thessalonica, i.e., before 1175 a.p.7°° We 
ean easily visualize that, if that copy was owned by Eustathius, it was 
carried by him to Thessalonica and remained there until the 14 century. 
We cannot resolve the problem whether the “ Eustathius manuscript” (as 
Zuntz calls it) was the immediate source of LP, or that immediate source 
of LP was copied from the Eustathius manuscript. The Byzantine inter- 
polations of the triad, shared by LP, could be introduced in the Eustathius 
manuscript. Or an intermediate copy was transcribed from the Eustathius 
manuscript and could be interpolated in the triad in a subsequent revision. 
Considering some peculiar mistakes made by P in the process of transcrip- 
tion (cf. above, p. 268), I should rather believe that there was an intermediate 
copy in a script similar to that of L—a copy made around 1300 A.D., 
written in two-column pages (probably without scholia in the select plays), 
with ca. 38 lines to a column, the sequence of lines being down the column 
(cf. above, pp. 294 ff.). At least a part of the immediate source of LP 
must have survived somewhere until ca. 1475 A.D. when a part of Q was 
transcribed from it. 


Fs 


295 Cf, Zuntz, op. cit, pp. 150 f. 

206 Cf. Fridericus Kuhn, “ Quo ordine et quibus temporibus Eustathius commen- 
tarios suos composuerit," Commentationes in honorem Guilelmi Studemund  ( Argen- 
torati, 1889) pp. 249-257; Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? 
pp. 538 ff. 
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At any rate, we can assume that the Eustathius manuscript was brought 
from Constantinople to Thessalonica. And it was in Thessalonica that 
Nicolaus Triclinius had access to it or to the intermediate copy, if there 
ever was one. Whichever was the immediate source of LP, Demetrius Tri- 
clinius had access to it also in Thessalonica, since his revision proves that 
he occasionally resorted to the source of L while L was corrected by him. 
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In the main body of this book, I dealt mostly with manuscripts of the 
Byzantine recensions. Manuscripts of the genuine pre-Palaeologean tradi- 
tion were drawn into my study basically as background against which the 
Byzantine interpolations were illustrated — or, if they presented a special 
problem, as was the case with the mss. L and P, in which both stages of 
the tradition were involved. For the sake of completeness of reference, I am 
making below a general survey of the veteres of Euripides, including those 
veteres that were discussed in the preceding chapters. 

The list will include all the known veteres, both vetustiores and recentiores 
(apart from ápographs of extant mss. which are recorded in a special list: 
cf. below, pp. 363 ff.). Quite naturally, the distinction of vetustiores and 
recentiores (cf. above, pp. 17 f.) is most apparent in the tradition of the 
triad. In the other plays of the “ selection,” we distinguish fundamentally 
the annotated tradition, represented mainly by HMBAV, and the unan- 
notated tradition represented by LPQ. For the non-select plays, the manu- 
seripts LP are the only source in existence. It is obvious that — apart 
from the triad, which exists both in the genuine old and in the Byzantine 
interpolated tradition — manuscripts of the other plays of Euripides, both 
select and non-select, are basically veteres, except for the intervention of 
Demetrius Triclinius in L. 

Before proceeding with the survey of the veteres, I should like to coni- 
ment on the filiation of the old mss. of Euripides. In the past, attempts 
to establish a stemmatie relationship of Euripidean mss. were dismissed 
with hopeless scepticism.?*" To be sure, the filiation of mss. in Euripides 
is more difficult to discover and less disciplined than we should expect it 
to be in the case of a classical poet. Yet, it is possible to arrive at a working 
theory regarding the descent and the classification of Euripidean mss. 

A stemma of the manuscript filiation in Euripides is presented on the 
following page. In the following, I am offering manuscript evidence in- 
tended to corroborate this stemma. The group symbols introduced in the 
stemma (and used only here) will be correspondingly referred to in my 
present remarks. 


297 Cf, Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie pp. 205 ff.; Ulrich von 
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Euripides Hippolytos griechisch und deutsch (Berlin, 1891) 
pp. 183 ff.; Méridier, Euripide (Collection Budé) I p. xxvrir. — For a general discus- 

sion of relations of Euripidean mss., cf.: Murray, Euripidis fabulae I pp. [irr] ff.; 
— Méridier, Euripide I pp. xxr ff.; Page, Euripides Medea pp. xLv ff. 
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select plays with scholis T 


Pi 


A,=A in the triad, Hippol., Med. 1-231; A,— A in Med. 232-1419, Androm. 
0, — O in the triad, Hippol., Med., Rhes. 

L, — L except the triad. P, = P except the triad. 

Q, = Q in Alc. 1029-1163, Rhes., Troad. 1-610. 


Google | 


A SURVEY OF THE VETERES OF EURIPIDES 309 


In the Euripidean manuscript transmission, we have to distinguish two 
separate traditions. The commented vulgate o is carried mainly by the 
class a of the vetustiores BAHMCV for the select plays (the ms. A is 
included here on account of its poetic text, though it does not carry scholia), 
and by the class p of the recentiores (like RSSa and other mss.) for the 
iriad. The other tradition was carried by a combined exemplar x of select 
plays (without scholia) and of non-select plays, represented in the final 
stage by LPQ. For the non-select plays, we cannot contribute anything to 
the problem of their prior filiation, since they are preserved only in the 
* Thessalonica ” tradition LP. They certainly may stem from some rem- 
nants of the ancient unannotated general edition of Euripidean plays alpha- 
betieally arranged. Most probably, the non-select plays carried in LP 
formed in ancient times two papyrus rolls and in due course survived from 
late antiquity in a parchment codex 7.?* That uncial codex r reached the 
Middle Ages, and either was transliterated into minuscule script before it 
was copied in the combined edition x, or the copyist of x made the trans- 
literation himself. At any rate, we can assume the time of Eustathius of 
Thessalonica (ca. 1175 A.D.) as a terminus ante quem for the completion 
of the combined edition x (cf. above, p. 305). The select plays both in the 
commented vulgate tradition and in the Thessalonica tradition go back 
most probably to the same common medieval source c. It would be im- 
probable to imagine that the combined edition x took the select plays from 
the same source from which it took the non-select plays, i.e., from some 
remainder of the general unannotated edition. The very fact of the inclu- 
sion of the select plays and the fact that their titles do not fit an alphabetic 
pattern of sequence show that they were drawn from the tradition of the 
select plays. I assume that the source é of the select plays in the combined 
edition was slightly different from the source a of the commented vulgate 
known to us, since there are characteristic errors and some different readings 
in the text of the select plays as carried in the commented vulgate on one 
side, and in the Thessalonica text on the other side. 

There is & particular difficulty with regard to the íriad text in LD. 
I pointed out above (pp. 301 ff.) that the triad in LP, apart from being 
heavily interpolated, exhibits some rare readings of HMC and thus seems 
to be related to the Venice class 8 — or rather, as we should say now more 


398 Cf, above, p. 241 note 220. We can visualize early medieval parchment codices 
of Euripidean non-select plays by comparing such remnants as the Phaethon leaves 
in the Paris grec 107 B (cf. below, p. 352); or the parchment leaf Berlin P.5514 
(of the 5th century) from Medavirrn 4 $ecuóoris (reproduced in Ulrich Wilcken, 
Tafeln zur aelteren griechischen Palaeographie [Leipzig-Berlin, 1891] plate IV; this 
is Eur. frg. 495 TGF? pp. 517—520; cf. Berliner Klassikerterte V 2 pp. 85-87; 
v. Arnim, Supplementum Euripideum pp. 29-31). 
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specifically, to the group £. If the triad text in A was related to £, then 
either the triad text of the combined edition « (descending from £) was 
replaced in A with a triad taken from ¿, or the triad text from x was revised 
in A under a strong influence of {. Moreover, if the triad in A was derived 
from {, many special readings of ( were removed in A in favor of other more 
popular or more correct readings. At any rate, the incalculable revision and 
interpolation of the triad text in A means that the tradition € within the 
triad was not preserved in A and did not reach the progeny of A. This also 
means that, within the triad, we have lost the possibility of checking the 
tradition ø, propagated through a and p, by comparing the text of £, nor- 
mally propagated through A. The lack of evidence of this kind from A for 
the triad is a certain disadvantage, because, in the tripartite tradition of 
a, p, and ¢ within the triad, it would on some occasions help to clarify the 
tradition if we had three testimonies, instead of two. 'The reader has to 
bear in mind that the triad in A drew many readings from Moschopulus and 
Thomas, and also from the recentiores, and that the triad text in L and in 
P is neither genuine nor consistent. In view of the confused state of the 
triad text in the Thessalonica tradition, I shall simply dismiss it from our 
consideration, except that in a few cases in the triad I shall cite L or P 
if their testimony is of special interest. For instance, I shall point out some 
agreements of L or P with ¢ readings in the triad, in order to corroborate 
the assumption that the triad in A was affiliated with (. Otherwise, I shall 
quote LP only for the other plays, apart from the triad. In the stemma, 
I mark those essential parts of LP (i.e., except the triad) as L, and Pi, 
respectively. 

Under the circumstances just mentioned, we shall compare a (— B t y) 
with p, in order to reconstruct the readings of o in the triad. Then, beyond 
the triad, for the other plays of the selection, we can compare a with £, in 
order to verify the text of c. 

In analyzing significant readings that might demonstrate the stemmatic 
relationships of mss., I do not rely too strongly on divergent readings if 
they can be considered variants of double readings. Different choices of 
optional variants could be made by closely related mss. — and, conversely, 
the same choices could survive in unrelated mss. E.g., the distribution of 
variants (we note their uncial resemblance) in Hippol. 228 8éowow' arias 
AOV Vlem: ŝéorowa Sias D'ML!P (metrically impossible) does not point to 
any stemmatic explanation of the manuscript constellations or to any stem- 
matic preferability of the correct reading. On the other hand, we often 
have different variants tied up with separate families, e.g.: Alc. 55 yépas 
B2BV: xAéos LP; Alc. 1098 airotpa: BV: dvropar LPQ ; Hippol. 1437 vexpois 
BAOV (cf. Suda ® 328, IV p. 722.24 Adler): ¢@&rots LP. But funda- 
mentally we have to rely on significant errors (in most cases they are 
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evidenced as such by their metrical incorrectness) or on common omissions, 
if we wish to demonstrate separate classes of mss. 

The select plays, along with the scholia, were propagated in an estab- 
lished edition from Roman times, from about the 3 century A.D. An 
exemplar, supplied with many glosses and variants and accompanied by 
abundant scholia, reached the Middle Ages. Such an exemplar was trans- 
literated into the minuscule script in a medieval edition « some time in 
the 9 or 10* century, in the time of Photius and Arethas of Caesarea.’ 
The time of the Jerusalem palimpsest, ca. 10% cent., is a terminus ante 
quem for the coming of a into existence. 

The general agreement of the texts of the select plays in the commented 
tradition a and in the Thessalonica tradition A proves that both texts ulti- 
mately derive from the same transliterated minuscule archetype of the 
Byzantine times, which we mark o. Occasional differences between them 
resulted from an abundance of variants in that source ø and from progressive 
corruptions in both classes. 

We may assume that probably the author of Christus Pattens used a text 
deriving from ø. If it was so, then it would confirm that the Bacchae, which 
he used, did belong to the commented plays, for he used otherwise only select 
plays (Hecuba, Orestes, Hippolytus, Medea, Rhesus, Troades) — and that 
the text of the Bacchae in ø was more complete than it appears in P.*° The 
progressive mutilation of the Bacchae happened before it reached the Thes- 
salonica stage A and must have been caused by mechanical damages that 
occurred either in ø at some later date or in é or in x, until the mutilated 
text of Bacchae reached the Thessalonica exemplar A with the contents 
reproduced in P. The text differences in Euripidean elements in the Christus 
Patiens clearly point to a source supplied with numerous double readings. 
In the case Rhes. 52 jxas Pap. Paris Supplément grec 1099, Christus Patiens 
1870, 2390 (cf. 2299) : Aes OVLPQ, I surmise that the exemplar ø did 
have a double reading jes and 7A6es, and then a and & happened to choose 
coincidentally 7A0es. In Bacch. 1087 [x]apa Pap. Oxyrh. 2223: xdpas Christus 
Patiens 673 (in feminine, xdpay Chr. Pat. codd. CM, papas cod. A): xópas 
Euripidis P, the source ø may have had a double reading xápa and xópas 


299 In general, cf. Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie pp. 195 ff. On 
the relation of the size of & codex to the selections of the tragedians, cf. now C. H. 
Roberts, “ The Codex," Proceedings of the British Academy 40 (1954) p. 203. For a 
theory that, in classical writers, text and scholia were transmitted separately and 
united only in Byzantine times, cf. G. Zuntz, Byzantion 14 (1939) pp. 545 ff., 591 ff. 
This theory of Zuntz is rightly contested by Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare 
p. 99 note 2; also cf. C. H. Roberts, Greek Literary Hands 350 B.C.— A.D. 400 
(Oxford, 1955) p. 14. 

800 Cf, Murray, Euripidis fabulae vol. III, note at the end of the Bacchae; Dodds, 
Euripides Bacchae pp. XLVII ff., 229 ff. 
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(the plural ending -as in Chr. Pat. cod. A may be a trace of it), and only 
«opas may have been chosen by é and transmitted subsequently until it 
reached A. We have in select plays several cases of variants which would 
have been lost but for one or two manuscripts which preserved them, and a 
complete disappearance of a variant in the successive stages of the medieval 
transmission is not an unlikely possibility. Cf. Rhes. 92 8040s OVLPQ : Aoxos 
Christus Patiens 94, Pv (by the first hand). 

We have to consider properly the implications of our stemma. E.g., if 
we postulate some significant error in ø, we cannot know whether its 
origination is to be attributed to o or possibly to some earlier stage, even 
to an ancient stage. Or whatever I state about é, is induced from the agree- 
ment of LPQ, and such features sometimes may have originated in « or 
even in A. I shall quote only a few representative examples in each category 
in order to illustrate the kinship of mss. The vetustiores which I shall quote 
are mainly BAHMC, O (for the triad, Hippolytus, Medea, and Rhesus 
1-714), VLP, Q (for Alcestis 1024-1163, Rhesus, Troades 1-610: this part 
of Q is marked in the stemma as Q,). The ms. A is a desultory ms.; in the 
triad, Hippolytus and Medea ca. 1-231, it belongs to the Venice tradition f, 
although it is in general inconsistent, and Moschopulean influenced in the 
triad, and possibly stems from an intermediate source which was revised by 
some Byzantine scholar; in Medea ca. 2832-1419 and in Andromache, the 
ms. A follows the Vatican tradition y. In the stemma, A, indicates the 
parts of A affiliated with the Venice class 8; A; indicates the parts related 
to the Vatican class y. To the vetustiores used by me previously I shall add 
the ms. O (Laur. 31, 10: cf. below, pp. 333 ff.), which in the triad and in 
Hippolytus is closely related to M, and in Medea shows a B-like text; in 
Rhesus, O likewise belongs to the commented tradition (as exemplified by 
V) and conceivably continues its affiliation with the Venice class. These 
parts of O are symbolized in the stemma as O,. I should add that, in the 
triad, O occasionally drew some readings from outside, e.g., from the recen- 
tiores. In Andromache, wherever B is lost, I shall use the concordant 
testimony of D (Laur. 31, 15: cf. below, pp. 335 ff.) and O, which are in 
this play apographs of B, to reconstruct the lost readings of B. Wherever 
V is lost, I shall use its apograph Va. The recentiores p are attested below 
at least by two, but often more, manuscripts like RSSaW, Reims 1306, 
Munich 560 (Orestes, Phoenissae), Copenhagen 417 (for Hecuba, Orestes), 
Palat. 343 (for Phoenissae). 'The reader should remember that the Jeru- 
salem palimpsest H is a fragmentary ms., and that manuscripts have varying 
contents and sometimes are to be used only in some parts. 'The manuscript 
attestation in the following discussion will be drawn from these mss. : 
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for the triad: B (Hec. 523-1295, Orest., Phoen.), AHM, 
C (Orest., Phoen. 1-1164), OV, and some recentiores 
like RS (or others) ; 

Alcestis: BVLP, Q (Alc. 1024-1163) ; 

Andromache: B (or DO), HMVALP; 

Hippolytus: BAH, M (Hippol. 1-1234), OVLP; 

Medea: BHOVALP; 

Rhesus: O (Rhes. 1-714), VLPQ; 

Troades: VP, Q (Troad. 1-610). 


I shall also quote pertinent evidence from some valuable fragments, like 
the parchment fragment Berlin P.5005 (cf. below, p. 329) for Hippol. 243- 
431, 492—515, and Pap. Paris Supplément grec 1099 for Rhes. 48—96.??! 


For common errors in the text of the select plays, i.e., errors in o: cf. 
Hec. 911 aiĝdàov karyo BAHMORS, aidada kamvov Va; Orest. 331 vxor yas 
BAHMCOVRS ; Orest. 586 yàp ro BAHMCOVRS; Phoen. 487 av€«s xpóvov 
BAMCOVRS; Phoen. 1690 peracyeiv Sei cane BAHMOVRS; Alc. 599 duas 
BVLP;; Alc. 970 wapéSwxe(v) BVLP ; Androm. 231 réxv (a) ols BMVAL'P; 
Androm. 770 yàp ày DMVALP; Hippol. 245 Saxpva BAMOVL'P; Hippol. 
1289 écyes BAOVL'P; Med. 653 pv6wv BOVALP; Med. 1398 éxraves 
BOVAL'P; Rhes. 363 yáApaov OVLPQ ; Rhes. 525 8é«eo0o. VLPQ, 8éxea8c 
O; Troad. 94 ápyeí(oy VPQ; Troad. 1273 565 rav pov VP. 


The text tradition o of the select plays subsequently separated into three 
branches: a, the next carrier of the medieval annotated vulgate, to be 
assigned to the 9'^ or 10 century (necessarily earlier than the Jerusalem 
palimpsest H) ; p, the source of the recentiores of the triad; and a source é, 
from which the combined edition x took the text of the select plays. Whether 
€ itself was copied together with the scholia, cannot be determined and, 
anyway, this point is not relevant to our analysis. The arguments certainly 
were there. The readings of é are reconstructed, naturally, from LPQ. 


Errors of a (cf. above, p. 284) : the most significant corruption of a in 


*" This is a very important and interesting papyrus of the 4/5t century, kept in 
Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, under the call number ms. Supplément grec 1099 (cf. 
Omont, Inventaire sommaire III p. 40; U. Wilcken, * Die Achmim Papyri in der 
Bibliothèque Nationale zu Paris," Sitzungsberichte der Königlich Preussischen Aka- 
demie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin Jahrgang 1887 pp. 807ff.), the Euripidean 
fragment being part III of this item. The Euripides fragment, 23 x 12 cm., contains 
Rhes. 48-96 (lines 48-70 on one side, 71-96 on the other side). For the publication 
of the text, cf. Wilcken, op. cit. pp. 813-816. Cf. Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die 
attische Tragódie p. 214 note 186. In the past, this papyrus was referred to as 
Akhmim papyrus or Panopolis papyrus; it is listed in Pack, The Greek and Latin 
Literary Texts from Greco-Roman Egypt under no. 315. Symbol W in Prinz-Wecklein; 
symbol Pan.(opolitana) in Murray. 
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contrast with a correct reading of é is Med. 837 ġôvrvóovs habent LP, 
[y9vr ]voov[s Pap. Antinoopolis 23: om. BOV'A (also omitted in the corre- 
sponding B-like portions of Vatic. 910, Copenhagen 417, and in the mixed 
texts of WD). This is the most striking divisive error of a in the select 
plays beyond the triad. The most conspicuous error of a in the triad — an 
error of a against a correct reading of the recentiores p — is Phoen. 1302 
orevaxtay laxày Murray] iayay (only) BAMV, also Vatic. 1332, Laur. 32, 33, 
Madrid 4677, m.pr. Venice 468: iayav arevaxrày OSaP, Reims 1306, iayyy 
orevaxtyv R, iaxày orevaxrav Moschopulus, Thomas, Triclinius: orevaxray 
laxav SW, Munich 560, Palat. 343 (the ms. L has in 1300 crevaxray before 
éri, and in 1302 iaxày only; the misplacement indicates that in A, in its 
triad text taken from the Venice class, the word orevaxray was inserted 
additionally from an extraneous source; the ms. P reflects a later stage of 
correction in A; the ms. O in this case departs from the vetustiores and sides 
with the recentiores probably as a result of some previous revision). The 
word orevaxray is paraphrased in the old scholia (schol. Phoen. 1301 p. 383.3 
Schwartz ry éwiorevaxrov Bow . . . ry . . . ovv orevaypo krÀ.) and, more- 
over, is metrically indispensable in view of the antistrophic responsion (with 
regard to the word order, both sequences iaxàv erevakràv Or orevaxrày iaxàv 
are metrically possible). The very fact of two word sequences appearing 
in the recentiores proves that in the source p the word orevaxrav probably 
was written in an irregular position (possibly as an addition above the 
line), which was perhaps inherited from e — and this would explain why 
the word was overlooked and omitted in a. This case Phoen. 1302 is also 
& supporting proof of the very existence of the class p which avoided here 
an omission that affected the class a. 


For another error of a in the triad, cf.: Phoen. 131 $8op Aoyayov BRSSa, 
Munich 560, Palat. 343, v8wp Aoxayos London, British Museum, Egyptian 
Department, Ostracon 18711 (H. R. Hall, Classical Review 18 [1904] p. 2; 
H. J. M. Milne, Catalogue of the Literary Papyri in the British Museum 
[London, 1927] p. 53 no. 75) : ddwp (Aoxayóv omisso) AMCOV. The word 
Aoxayóv was somehow recorded in the upper sources of the a tradition, 
because it was preserved in B; but in other branches of the a tradition the 
word simply disappeared from the text, being possibly relegated to the 
status of à gloss above the end of the line (Aoxayov supra lineam glossa in 
Laur. 32, 33). This may have been prompted by the fact that, at the end 
of the line, the word was an excess over the usual 12 syllables. But the 
reading is genuine and should be kept in our editions as conclusion of the 
sentence, at the beginning of the next line Phoen. 132 (Aoyayov;) which 
then becomes a full trimeter.*°? This case is a striking example of an agree- 


302 Cf, Gilbert Murray, Greek Studies (Oxford, 419465) p. 93. 
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ment of the recentiores with an ancient witness against the vetustiores. — 
In the case Phoen. 636 &&0' èx yepas RSa, Munich 560, Palat. 343, also 
Moschopulus, Thomas, Triclinius: éé& xópas BAMCOV, also Laur. 32, 33, 
Venice 468, Madrid 4677, it seems that the correct reading was preserved 
in p, and the corruption affected a, and that Moschopulus followed the 
correct reading of the recentiores (cf. above, p. 114). — For an error of a 
in the scholia on the triad, cf. schol. Orest. 57 p. 103.15 Schwartz paras 
RS: dppyros BV, áppyro MC. 

For errors of a against é in the other select plays, cf.: Alc. 100 $6:rov 
LP: $0quévov BV ; Alc. 406 warep Aciroua: LP: Aciropgat rarep BV ; Androm. 
105 SnidAwrov L (ex corr.), P: 85 dkwrov BMVA ; Androm. 639 xv&vy LP, 
Stobaeus 4.22.133 (IV p. 548.20 W.-H.) : x8&urov BMVA (but aiperorepov 
Be! As, aiperwrepov évdogdrepov kdJ)uoy V8) ; arg. Hippol. p. 1.11 Schwartz 
(the argument is omitted in L) (rjv om.) paiôpav eis čpwra wapwppyce P: 
om. BAMOV!; Med. 259 ow LP: & BOVA; Rhes. 66 éracav LPQ, Pap. 
Parts Supplément grec 1099, Christus Patiens 90, 237: épnoav OV; Rhes. 
373 xoAos épeÜifov LPQ: om. OV. T forego quoting examples of errors 
of V against P (or PQ) in Troades, because they might be individual 
errors of V. 


On the other side, we can attribute to é some significant errors as they 
appear in LPQ, although some of them may have originated at subsequent 
levels, in x or in A. Some common errors of LP in the triad, attributable 
to the Thessalonica exemplar, have been listed above, p. 298. Here, I shall 
deal with the other plays of the selection, apart from the triad. 


For errors of € (cf. above, pp. 281f.): cf. Alc. 241 Aeje(oc)ev BV: 
Aeva (a) ov xai LAP; Alc. 276 uù xpos watdwy ovs óppaviis BV: om. LP; Alc. 
699 é$evpes BV: (é$- om.) eipes L'P; Androm. 448 räv BMVA, Plutarch. 
Moralia p. 863e, p. 1073c, p. 1102c: wravra LP; Androm. 554 oiy BMVA: 
om. LP; Hippol. 156 amp BAMOV : rs avnp L'P; Hippol. 429 wapOévw vég 
BAMOV, Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, Stobaeus 4.30.11 (V p. 732.1 


3° Wilamowitz, “ De Rhesi scholiis " (1887), Kleine Schriften I pp. 8f., made an 
attempt to prove that the scholia on Rhesus were written after a split of the text 
tradition into the commented tradition and the LP tradition. He asserted this on 
the ground that the V scholia on Rhes. 372-373 do not mention the words in Rhes. 
373 that are extant in LPQ but are omitted in OV. This was an unwarranted 
assumption. The scholia on Rhes. 372-373 in V simply are limited to the words 
Rhes. 312 80xulay and 373 exwràr wap’ &yrvya and do not go beyond that point. The 
next scholium in V deals with Rhes. 379. The theory of Wilamowitz (also cf. 
Wilamowitz, Einleitung in die attische Tragódie p. 212) regarding the split of the 
two traditions in the select plays prior to the establishment of the commented 
selection is to be dismissed. The basic unity of the text of the select plays in both 
traditions, in the commented tradition and in the LP tradition, was correctly postu- 
lated by Méridier, Euripide I pp. xxix f. 
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W.-H.) : rapfévos véa LP; Hippol. 649 versum habent BAMOV: om. LP; 
Hippol. 1148 yas AHMOV, (ex ys corr.) B: om. L!P ; Hippol. 1333 Bporov 
épo BAOV (dispici nequit H): épot Bporov LP; Hippol. 1356 Booxnpa 
xepós BAO, Booxnua xepos V: om. L'P; Med. 192 èm uév Badias BAHOV, 
Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507: om. L'P; Med. 411 xdvra wadàw BOVA: 
nad wayra LP; Rhes. 66 peivau OV, Christus Pattens 2337 (cf. Chr. Pat. 
90), peva[« Pap. Paris Supplément grec 1099: dva. LPQ; Troad. 114 
otepos V : orepvas PQ. 

Now we proceed with the analysis of the annotated tradition a. It divides 
into two classes: B, the Venice class — and y, the Vatican class. The cor- 
roborative evidence below is compiled almost entirely from the poetic text, 
though it is manifest that there are significant differences between the 
scholia of BHMC and those of V. 

The Venice class 8 shows several characteristic errors. For the triad, 
e.g., cf.: Hec. 756-758 habent AVaSSa: om. B'MOR ; Schol. Orest. 256 
p. 124.17 Schwartz Murov VR: airay BMC; Orest. 364 yAaixos AOVRS: 
pàvris B'?HMCOC ; Orest. 1458 è VaRS: & BAHM!CO ; Orest. 1633 xazo 
AVS, Reims 1306: xai vro MR, x'ixó BACO; Phoen. 1602 v» AOVRPSSW, 
(written jointly with the preceding word ĝaveivw) H : om. BMR**. Omissions 
sometimes affected only some members of a given class, if the omitted word 
was recorded in the source above the line or in the margin, or if it was 
added later — the descendants of the same source could differ in this 
respect. — I should like to quote from the triad a case in which the class 8 
alone preserved the good reading, which must have existed in some upper 

- Source as a variant: Orest. 1262 eira maAw oxomav B'MCO (era xaducxomuy 
Porson): elr’ èm’ dAA«qv oxomav A*VaRS (metrically impossible), edr dx’ 
dAAnv exoriav Ai, It seems to be a peculiar feature of the class 8 that its 
mss. preserved more carefully yp.-variants or some rare readings derived 
from double readings of the source 8: cf. Phoen. 626 yaiay BAMCOVRS: 
natpay BY MY, rérpay CP; Phoen. 628 yeyos AVRS: podwy B'MCO. 

For Alcestis, I do not quote errors from B, which is in this play the only 
available ms. of the Venice class. Some errors of B in Alcestis could be 
individual errors of this ms. 

In the Andromache, the ms. A follows the Vatican class y. For errors 
of B in this play, cf.: Androm. 432 ww VLP, (written jointly with the pre- 
ceding word «raveéww) A: om. BM; Androm. 763 xpécBus wep öv VALP: 
mpeafvrépoy MB!; Androm. 1257 pov VALP: ópov MB. 

For errors of 8 in Hippolytus, cf.: arg. to Hippol. p. 1.6 Schwartz xai 
zadubágs VP: om. BAMO; Schol. Hippol. 269 p. 39.19 Schw. zAyóvvrw^ V: 
om. BM; Hippol. 675 av Bporov VLP: ávÜpórev BAMO. It is very in- 
teresting that an old variant, adopted by Christus Patiens (obviously from 
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c), survived in the Venice class 8: Hippol. 1216 ávre$0éyyer' AVP, 
dvripbeyyer L: avrepbéyéar’ BO, Christus Patiens 858, avr’ epOeyéar’ M. 

In the Medea, the Venice tradition £ is carried essentially by BO alone, 
except for occasional evidence from H, and except for the beginning Med. 
ca. 1-231 in which A belongs to the Venice tradition (for the rest of the 
Medea, A follows the Venice class y). For errors of £ in the Medea, cf.: 
Med. 253 rors 6 78’ ALP: yàp róàis 78’ V: weds 59 BHO (I suspect that 
the passage was corrupted into sou 78° already in a; its metrical flaw 
prompted an interpolation in V ; the ms. A probably inserted 6 on its own) ; 
Med. 268 Oavydfw VALP: Bavpaow BO; Med. 504 y av ov LP: r dy oiv 
V!A: rà viv BO; Med. 981 airy V! A, avrà LP, aùr[à Pap. Strasbourg WG. 
305: om. BO; Med. 1121 versum habent VALP: om. B!O; Med. 1285 
éegémeupe VAL, -ev P (cf. e£ér[ Pap. Harris 38, éé[ Pap. Strasbourg WG. 
305 + 306) : éeféreuwe BHO. 

For Rhesus, I do not quote evidence from O against VLPQ, because we 
do not know whether singular errors of O in this play are to be attributed 
to 8 — or are individual features of O. Actually, our assumption that O 
in the Ehesus belongs to the class 8 is based only on a probability that O 
consistently continues in the Rhesus to represent the same class 8 to which 
it belongs in the triad and in Hippolytus and Medea. 

On the other side, there are many characteristic errors of the Vatican 
class y. Since the Vatican class y is essentially represented by V, we should 
use, in addition to V, some other related mss. for the attestation of the 
errors of y, in order to avoid attributing to y some individual features of V. 
Thus, in Andromache and Medea ca. 232-1419, I shall include in the 
Vatican evidence the testimony of A which patently follows in these text 
portions the Vatican tradition. In Hippolytus, I shall use the ms. Palat. 
343 (cf. below, p. 357) which, in this play, agrees with the Vatican tradition. 
The reader should remember that A belongs to the Venice tradition 8 in 
the triad, Hippolytus, Medea ca. 1-231. It is only natural that I shall not 
quote here any exclusive errors of V in Alcestis, Rhesus, Troades, for they 
may be individual errors of V. For the same reason, since in the triad V 
is not paralleled by any other vetustior, I shall forego quoting exclusive 
errors of V from the triad. ( 

For errors of the Vatican class y, cf.: Androm. 1055 rav8 otxerar $vyàs 
DO [=B], HMLP: $vyàs rovà" oiyera. VÀ; Hippol. 337 à rAjpov olov 
parep BAHMOLP, Berlin P.5005: à prep olov rAgpov V, (— tAjpov’) Palat. 
343; Hippol. 354 prius oùs BAHMOLP, Berlin P.5005: oixér. V, Palat. 
343; Hippol. 506 dvardw6ycopar ACL, áy dAe€0oua. BHMP, avadwbyoop[ a] 
Berlin P.5005: (àv- om.) áAe65coua. V, Palat. 343; Hippol. 659/660 
x8ovós | Onos BAMOLP: Onoeis | xGovds V, Palat. 343; Medea 550 OVXOS 
BOLP: jovxws VA; Med. 1158 waisas BOLP, Pap. Ozyrh. 2337, Pap. Cam- 
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bridge Fitzwilliam Museum E.1/1922 (Denys Page, Classical Quarterly 32 
[1938] p. 46): réxva VA. 

It is to be emphasized that transpositions of words should be evaluated 
with some discretion. In many cases, transpositions resulted from omissions 
and additions of omitted words above the line or in the margin. This could 
happen in the immediate source of a ms. or in a higher source. In the 
derived copies, the added word sometimes was copied in the correct place, 
or could be put in a wrong place, or could be overlooked or disregarded. In 
this way, concordant transpositions may by chance appear in different 
classes. It seems that the exemplar o abounded in omissions and additions 
of this kind. As a result, we find in subsequent derivatives many cases of 
word transpositions, which occasionally may coincide even in less related 
groups. There are many examples of such situations in Hippolytus: cf. 
Hippol. 885 ebvis ris ¿ns BAMO: rips dps ebvys VL!P ; Hippol. 1288 dAóxov 
weobeis BAO (the correct sequence): sew0eis dAóoyov VLP; Hippol. 1358 
árpépa Sumes BA, árpénas uwes O (the correct sequence) : Sues drpénas V!LP. 
Sometimes a transposition is paralleled by an omission in another ms. (even 
of a different class) : cf. Hippol. 233 vov & py BAMLP, Photius s.v. wvdy 
(I p. 451 Naber), Suda N 603 (III p. 488.18 Adler): vov pw & V: vov 
(85 om.) uiv O. The above examples of V agreeing with LP in some trans- 
positions in the text of Hippolytus should not militate against our grouping 
of mss. in this play. 

Now, let us go back to the Venice class 8 for an analysis of the ramifica- 
tions within that class. Within the Venice tradition £, it is apparent that 
B is a manuscript of superior rank which is free from many errors linking 
the members of the group (€: AHMCO. The value of B in the scholia is 
only slightly reduced because of their incomplete contents in the Andro- 
mache. In the poetic text, within the group {, we have to separate a sub- 
group 4 represented by M, C, and O. These three manuscripts seem to be 
almost gemelli. 'The ms. C, which in its preserved part carries Orestes and 
Phoenissae 1-1164, most closely parallels the M tradition in text and scholia. 
A look at the scholia edition of Schwartz (in which C has the symbol T) 
will convince everybody of the close affinity of MC. The ms. O parallels M 
in the triad, though O shows there occasional departures to be possibly 
attributed to some intermediate copy or to some preliminary revision by 
the learned scribe O himself. Moreover, O parallels M in the Hippolytus, 
where O is an obvious gemellus of M (cf. below, p. 335). While we are aware 
of the occasional inconsistencies of O in the triad, we may consider the 
following agreements of MCO as a proof of the existence of the group p: 
cf. Hec. 412 versum habent AVRS: om. M**O*e, add. OP, ávri roù kvxAov 
@ 3Atov mpooóyopa: tamquam scholium add. MP*; Hec. 469 appar AV*RS, 
appara Vi: dpa M, dpa O (the correct reading) ; Hec. 1074 dpwipevos BAVR, 
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Copenhagen 417: aivipevos MO; Orest. 823 peydAn BAMCOVRS, Athous 
Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507: wouiAa MY’ (the only correct reading), souAAa 
C7, wouxtAy Triclinius (cf. above, p. 302) ; Orest. 1220 eis 86novs BAOVaRS, 
(ex èx Sdpwv?) A: éy Sopa MC; Orest. 1272 éx0pois ei BVaSa, éxOpois (ex 
éxpois) ei O, èxôpois v ARS: éxÓpoio« (ei om.) M, éxpoiax (ei om.) C; Orest. 
1435 averoiica. BAHMVaRS: orodioae CO; Phoen. 580 & BACVRS: 
om. MO. 

For the close kinship of M and O as gemelli in the Hippolytus, cf. below, 
p. 335. Cf. especially: Hippol. 834 Abe BAVLP: érgA0e MO; Hippol. 1140 
daroAwde (Aéyy om.) MO (cf. schol. vet.) : dxóAeAe Aéyy BAHVP, droàwàe 
(ex åmwàwàe corr.) Aéxy L. In the Medea, the ms. O lacks the companion- 
ship of M or C, but we may attribute the agreements BO and BHO in the 
Medea (cf. above, p. 317) to the continued affiliation of O with the same 
group 4. With regard to the Rhesus, we can only surmise that O, which 
belongs in that play to the commented tradition, consistently continues its 
affiliation with the Venice class in general and with this group y in particular. 

After we have thus established a common source p for MCO, we have to 
prove that the mss. A and H and the group y derive from a common source, 
which we mark {. There are many characteristic errors appearing in these 
mss., in all or most of them. Some inconsistency of manuscript constella- 
tions in the pertinent evidence results from the fact that in several cases 
we deal with omissions that may have been supplemented in the common 
source above the line or in the margin. As I said above, the resulting situa- 
tions may differ even in closely related descendants. In the evidence which 
I am going to quote, it will be instructive to see how often even such close 
relatives like MCO diverge in their acceptance or rejection of some features 
which we attribute to the source ¢. In the triad, agreements of L or P with 
readings of { are pointed out additionally as an indication of the basic 
affiliation of the triad in A with the ( text. 

For errors of %, cf.: Orest. 208 wapOév’ 1Aéxrpa BAMP*COVRS: 5Aékrpa 
vapÜéve HM**; Orest. 314 voons DCVRS: voow A (cf. schol. vet.) : voonoys 
HMC; Orest. 329 6 $o:gos BOVRS: om. AHMC; Orest. 497 Óvyarpós ris 
énis BOVRS: ris euns Ovyarpos AMC (also L); Orest. 755 dp? BACOVRS: 
yap HM; Orest. 1258 éraywpec? BVa, érayouec6’(a) ORS: om. AMC (also 
P) ; Orest. 1403 åp BMVaRS: om. AHCO (also LP) ; Orest. 1433 vypara 
6 BMVaRS: vyjpaé’ A, vijpa 0' HC, vjgua & O (also LP); Orest. 1453 parep 
parep BAMVaRSa, Reims 1306: nárep (semel) HCOS (also L) ; Orest. 1477 
x«poiv BHVaRS: xepoiv AMCO (also L); Orest. 1538 a BAMOVRS: om. 
HC (also L); Phoen. 522 è BCVRS: om. AMO; Schol. Phoen. 1611 p. 
407.10 Schwartz xargpácaro BVS, Reims 1306: xaryyopnoaro HM; Hippol. 
856 8 BVLP: om. AMO; Hippol. 1097 o’ BVLP: om. AMO; Hippol. 1315 
gageis exor BOVLP: éxov cadets AH; Med. 143 $péva BOVLP: in textu 
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Nw 


om. A'H', supra lineam scripsit H*, tamquam glossam supra lineam add. 
As, An attempt to establish a more specific stemmatic pattern in the rela- 
tionship of AHMCO does not seem to be possible. 

There are some cases in the Venice class 8 which at first seem to conflict 
with our stemma, but can be explained rationally, e.g.: Androm. 1075 
versum habent HV ALP : om. DO [= B]. M (the ms. A in this play belongs 
to the Vatican class y). The only possible explanation of this case is that 
the line was added in the margin in 8 and in (, and that in derived copies 
it was overlooked by B, duly noticed and transcribed by H, and again over- 
looked by M. In the case Androm. 783 óveBeow éykera. BFHVALP (cf. 
schol. vet.): oveiSect veixy re BM, it is conceivable that there was in f, 
and at subsequent levels, a double reading, the variants of which were chosen 
differently by B**M and H. The following case is more puzzling: Androm. 
991 $ rpéoßvs DO [= B], n vpeoBv[. Pap. Oryrh. 2335: om. MV! ALP'. 
It is obvious, from the agreement of DO with Pap. Oryrh. 2335, that the 
beginning of the line carried by DO (i.e., presumably by B) and omitted 
in all the other essential mss., is authentic. Perhaps by some oversight the 
beginning words 4 mpéoBvus already in the exemplar ø were dropped to a 
lower level and considered a gloss to Androm. 992 IlIyAevs and then dis- 
regarded in the text in derived copies. However, these words 7 mpéoBus may 
have survived in f, conceivably as a gloss, and then probably they were 
correctly integrated into the text line by the scribe B, who certainly noticed 
the metrical deficiency of the transmitted shorter line and wanted to remedy 
the flaw. After all, in the matter of the isolated survival of good readings, 
the cases like Hec. 469 apa MO and Orest. 823 sowiAa M'Y? sow(AAa C?’ are 
excellent examples of occasional stemmatic irrationality of some textual 
situations. 

The independent derivation of the recentiores p from the source ø of the 
commented vulgate is actually demonstrated by the fact that the recentiores 
p are free from some corruptions that affected the tradition a. This is 
signally exemplified by the case Phoen. 1302 orevaxrav habent recentiores: 
om. vetustiores. 

The extant recentiores, beginning with their earliest representatives like 
Vatic. 1135 (R), Athos Iber. 161 (W), or Reims 1306, were written in the 
time from ca. 1300 a.D. onward. Therefore, they were automatically exposed 
to occasional infiltrations from the Byzantine recensions. However, owing 
to their respectable lineage, the recentiores represent a valuable and genuine 
branch of the old tradition — a branch which is fundamentally a counter- 
part of the vetustiores tradition a for the triad and serves excellently the 
purpose of checking the readings of the vetustiores. This situation calls for 
a strong application of the rule “ recentiores, non deteriores ” to the whole 
class of the recentiores of Euripides. 
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The recentiores basically exhibit old scholia, if any. By the very fact of 
their descent from o through p, the recentiores often avoid in the scholia 
the mistakes of a (as they appear in the scholia of BHMCV) and the mis- 
takes of some particular groups like MC. It is symptomatic that Schwartz 
occasionally used a correct reading from some recentior against an error 
of the vetustiores. But the recentiores were not too careful in the handling 
of scholia. There seem to be no complete corpora of scholia preserved in 
the recentiores. There are in most cases shorter compilations or selections 
of scholia. Then, there is a great deal of inconsistency and fluidity in that 
a recentior often turns to a different source, of a different class, for some 
blocks of scholia. Sometimes, even Planudean scholia are integrated into 
the scholia of a recentior (e.g., in the Reims 1306). 

The evidence quoted below from various recentiores is compiled in each 
case selectively (no complete tabulation is attempted). The recentiores in 
which I was especially interested are the above mentioned mss.: RSSaW, 
Reims 1306, Munich 560 (Orest. Phoen.), Copenhagen 417 (for Hec., 
Orest.), Palat. 343 (for Phoen.). It should be noted that some later vetu- 
stiores (of the 14'^ century) occasionally show readings adopted from the 
recentiores. The recentiores themselves, while linked together by several 
common errors and peculiar readings appearing in all or most of them, are 
not a tightly disciplined class and they often diverge. In order to establish 
positively the existence of the class p, derived from a, I refer to the avoidance 
of some errors of a by the recentiores (as shown above), and I am going 
to point out several common errors and common features shared by the 
members of the class p. 

There appear in the recentiores some plain errors, obviously propagated 
from their common source, e.g.: Orest. 385 Sé80pxa BAHMCOV RSSa, 
Reims 13067°: 8épkoua. RS, Reims 1306, Munich 560; Phoen. 1334 map 
BAMOVSa, Reims 1306!, Munich 560*Y^: $uiv RSSavW, Reims 13068, 
Munich 560, Palat. 343. There are several transpositions, e.g.: Orest. 421 
xpóvov 6€ BACOVSa, (8€ eraso) xpóvov 0€ M: 8 xpóvov RS, Reims 1306, 
Munich 560, Copenhagen 417; Orest. 760 d$vAaccópeoÜa $povptowi BOV, 
$vAaccópeÜa. $povptow. CSa: drvdaccdpeba povpiors AH M: dpovpios $vAac- 
copecba RS, Munich 560, $povpiow $vAaccouc0a. Reims 1306; Phoen. 859 
yàp kÀvóov. BAHMCOVSa: xAvdon yàp RS, Munich 560, Palat. 343. 

A characteristic feature of the recentiores is the interpolation of a line 
after Orest. 108: x&áyo yvvaixóv adpoy obyi rapÜévos non habent BAHMCOV, 
Copenhagen 417, in textu R, Reims 1306: habent R"sSSa, Munich 560, 
(— d$pov —) Reims 1306™8. A metrical interpolation, made for the sake 
of a dodecasyllable, appears in many recentiores in Orest. 360 pév om. RSSa, 
Reims 1306, Munich 560, Copenhagen 417. Though such an interpolation 
is likely to occur in any medieval ms., its prevalence among the recentiores 
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points to a common origin. An old faulty reading, attested in the gnomolo- 
gies Vatopedi 36 and Venice 507, apparently recorded as a variant in ø 
and adopted by p, shows up in the majority of the recentiores: Orest. 1182 
péAAew BAHMCV, puéAew OF: Aéyew Athous Vatopedi 36, Venetus 507, 
O'RSSa, m.pr. Munich 560, Copenhagen 417. Some peculiar variants 
appear in the recentiores, e.g.: Orest. 491 5x«« BAMCOVS*?^Sa: reira 
RSSa, Munich 560, m.pr. Copenhagen 417; Phoen. 50 e&yas BAMORSa, 
Reims 1306: ópyàs V: dpas R, Munich 560, Palat. 343 (cf. Phoen. 67), 
(pas) S; Phoen. 921 pavrevyárov BAMCOVSa, Reims 1306: &eaemoparov RS, 
Munich 560, Palat. 343; Phoen. 925 xoA« 86 rovode BAMCOV: sroAtrais 
rovode RS, Munich 560, Palat. 343; Phoen. 1235 vexpos BAMOVSa, Reims 
1306 : avo» RSW, Munich 560, Palat. 343. 

The source p of the recentiores, when faced with a double reading in the 
text of o, naturally in most cases chose one variant and adopted it in the 
text — or would put one variant in the text and record the other one as an 
optional variant (above the text or in the margin). Considering such 
processes, which were generally normal in the course of the text trans- 
mission, and which were occurring in an analogous way also within a, and 
subsequently within B and y, we can expect that the recentiores in the case 
of an original double reading either would agree in carrying one reading, 
or would carry both variants — or would diverge by carrying different 
readings. This means that agreements or differences of the recentiores with 
mss. of the Venice class or of the Vatican class may appear in unpredictable 
constellations. A valuable contribution can be gleaned from the recentiores 
towards our knowledge of the diffusion of some variants, which in some 
cases appear in a limited number of vetustiores. To exemplify the variety 
of possible situations, I am going to quote manuscript evidence for a few 
characteristic cases in which classes of manuscripts (and sometimes even 
members of a class) diverge. The attitude of the recentiores in such situa- 
tions is of special interest: 

Hec. 156-158 habent AVaSSa, Reims 1306"£, Copenhagen 417: om. 
B'MOR, Reims 1306 (probably there was some graphical irregularity in 
the upper sources of the tradition); Hec. 1141 oroAov BAHY'MVR?SSa, 
Reims 1306: depv HM?^ORSa*^, Reims 13067, m.pr. Copenhagen 417; 
Orest. 365 xaracrabets BHAMCO: xapacrabets VRSSa, Reims 1306, Munich 
560, Copenhagen 417; Orest. 756 anp BHMCOR?P®, ag’ RS, Reims 13067°: 
xa?’ AVSa, Reims 1306, Munich 560 (obviously, a gloss was mistaken for 
a variant); Orest. 1064 roApnuaor(v) BAMCOR'SSa, Reims 1306, Munich 
560Y^: BovAe/pami(v) VR'Sa*^, Reims 1306?» Munich 560, Pap. Geneva 
91 (J. Nicole, Revue de philologie N.S. 19 [1895] p. 105) ; Orest. 1082 
õu’ (a) VRSa%, Reims 1306, Munich 560, Copenhagen 417, Pap. Geneva 
91 (Revue de philologie N.S. 19 p. 106): óvoua BAMCO, Athous Vato- 
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pedi 36, Venetus 507, RY^Sa, Reims 1306^??, Munich 5607°; Phoen. 628 
yeyos AVRSSa: poddy B'MCO; Phoen. 1132 Báüpoy MY^CY^RSSa*^, Palat. 
343, BaÓpe[v Vienna tablet Nationalbibl. GHT 6 (W. Weinberger, Mit- 
theilungen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer V [Wien, 
1892] p. 75): Big BAMCOVSa, Reims 1306, Palat. 3437. 

The above examples show that,|in the majority of cases, divergences 
between manuscript classes and between single members of a given class 
resulted from original double readings. The clarification of the stemmatic 
pattern of the manuscript filiation in Euripides serves the basic purpose of 
establishing the authority of genuineness for readings carried by respective 
branches of the manuscript tradition. As to readings themselves, once we 
know that they are carried within authoritative genuine classes and by 
genuine manuscripts, we have to examine each acceptable variant on its 
own merits. It appears that, within the genuine “ old ” tradition, no stem- 
matic preferability of certain readings can be deduced from the entire 
picture of the manuscript tradition. 

The recentiores p comprised the triad only. In this respect, they repre- 
sented an essential change in relation to the older pattern of the vetusttores, 
which carried several plays of the selection. We can surmise that such a 
limited selection was made in the second half of the thirteenth century, 
when the scholarly study of classical poetry grew stronger. The fact that 
no recentiores prior to ca. 1300 A.D. are preserved certainly is not accidental 
and points to a relatively late beginning of their propagation. The triad 
selection in Euripides (paralleled by the triads in Aeschylus, Sophocles, and 
Aristophanes) must have gained an established standing before Planudes 
began his teaching, for Planudes’ comments pertained only to the triad. 
That recension of the recentiores must have become quite popular by the 
time Moschopulus set out to make his edition, since he knew the text of p 
and adopted some of its readings in his text (e.g., the reading Phoen. 1302 
laxày orevaxrav was followed by Moschopulus). 

I should like to add that, among the Byzantine editors, Moschopulus 
seems to have known the Venice class and the Vatican class,9* and the 
recentiores. Thomas seems to have been especially interested in the Venice 
class and in the recentiores. Triclinius used all the known old traditions 
and whatever he found in his predecessors; moreover, he knew some rare 
manuscript of the Venice group a (cf. above, p. 302). 

Future editors should give due consideration to the recentiores as an 
independent branch of the commented tradition, of the same stemmatic rank 


206 For instance, an exclusive reading of V, practically unknown from other old 
mss., is followed only by Moschopulus in Orest. 461 é£e«ryaouévos BAMCORS, Reims 
1306, Munich 560, Copenhagen 417, Thomas, Triclinius: ?4aprnuévoss V and Moscho- 
pulus (I noticed ġuaprnuévois as a gloss in Rs!, Munich 560s1). 
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as the tradition a, represented by the Venice class 8 and the Vatican class y. 
Data from the recentiores should be used in some practical way. After an 
exhaustive exploration of their readings, essential and interesting data 
should be quoted selectively, if the textual situation calls for it. 

In the following list of mss., the reader will easily distinguish the well- 
known vetustiores, which have been discussed above. Many recentiores have 
been characterized as such in my previous references. In the description 
of some veteres containing select plavs bevond the triad, I shall try to 
determine the character of a given ms. by relating it to one of the basic 
classes, i.e.: to the Venice class, or the Vatican class, or the "Thessalonica 
class. For the purpose of more direct reference, I shall often relate a given 
ms. to the leading manuscript or manuscripts of the pertinent class bv 
speaking, e.g., of the B-like or the V-like or the LP character of the ms. 
in question, as the case may be. In some of the mss. of other select plays 
(beyond the triad), written in the 14'^ and in the 15'^ century, we shall 
occasionally observe a combination of different origins for different plays, 
or we may even see, within one play, a peculiar contamination of a substrate 
of one class with infiltrations from another class. 


For completeness, I include in the subsequent list also mss. of gnomologies 
with excerpts from Euripides, and fragments of very old codices (Berlin 
P. 5005, Paris gr. 107 B), and even a ms. of Homeric scholia containing 
passages from preserved plays of Euripides (Milan F 205 inf.). 

| 


This is the list of the veteres of Euripides: 


Alexandria, Patriarchal Library, 214 (cf. Mocyovas, KardAoyoc týs Ilarpce- 
apxucjs BiBAoOnxns I pp. 201 f.). Paper, 1574 a.p., 21 X 16cm., 14 lines. 
A subscription on fol. 15' is dated November, 1574. — Fol. 63" titles of 
Euripidean plays (from Aldus); 63" epigrams on Euripides; 64' Vita 
(Moschopulean) ; 64” mep eiboAov; 65" Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 66'—67" 
arg. to Hec. (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 67”-70" blank; 71'-114' Hecuba. 
Glosses. The preliminary matter on fol. 63'-67' was copied from Aldus. 
The poetic text of Hecuba, though in the beginning influenced by the Aldine 
edition, is a recentior, closely related to that of S (Salamanca 31) and Sa 
(Vatie. 1345). For old features of the Alexandria text, cf.: Hec. 265 
vpoóc$ayua, 274 wapecddos. For its kinship with S and Sa, cf.: Hec. 359 
wopov Seororov SSa and Alexandria 214; Hec. 547 woAw vulgo codd., also 
SY^SaY^214Y^: x0óva SSa, Athos Iber. 185, Alexandria 214; Hec. 564 watew 
vulgo codd., Sa*^214?^: réuvev PSa and 214: xatvew Za??; Hec. 589 saos 
vulgo codd., also SSa, 214: wévOos S*?^Sa*? and 214*^; Hec. 701 meàdyios 
vulgo codd., also 2148: @aAdgatos LSSa, Baddo (c s.1.)tos 214; Hec. 729 oùôè 
Vavopey vulgo codd., also SSa and 214: of8é ayoy«y SY^Sa*? and 214Y^; Hec. 
1235 &&vov vulgo codd. : $(Aov Venice 468, Laur. 32, 33 and also SSa and 214. 
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Mount Athos, Moy; BaromeSiov, 36 (cf. above, pp. 92 f.). A gnomology 
containing excerpts from Euripides. | 

Mount Athos, Moy; BaroreS(ov, 671 (cf. above, p. 121). In this ms., Orestes 
400-end and Phoenissae are old. The Phoenissae text is certainly a recen- 
tior: cf. Phoen. 859 wAvdwn yàp, 1235 Üavov, 1302 iaxày orevaxtay, 1334 
mày] jpiv. 

W = Mount Athos, Mov; 'Ifjpov, 161 (now 209; no. 4281 in Adyrpos, 
KardAoyos röv éy rais BugAuoOikais Tou ‘Ayiou "Opovs éAXqvuav xwdixwv IT [1900] 
pp. 41 f.; ef. Schultz, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung der H esiod-Scholien 
p. 6; Pertusi, Scholia vetera in Hesiodi Opera et Dies pp. xir f.; Wendel, 
Uberlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 172; Carlo Galla- 
votti, ^ Un nuovo codice Atonita nel quadro della tradizione manoscritta 
di Teocrito,” Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 17 [1939] 
pp. 43 ff.; Gallavotti, T'heocritus quique feruntur bucolici graeci pp. 247, 
252; Turyn, De codicibus Pindaricis pp. 24 ff.; Turyn, “ Symbolae ad 
recensionem Pindaricam pertinentes," Charisteria Gustavo Przychocki a 
discipulis oblata [Varsoviae, 1934] pp. 213 ff.; Irigoin, Histoire du tezte 
de Pindare pp. 297 ff.; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 120). Paper (bombycine), 
early 14th cent., 25 X 17 cm., 204 foll. According to an ownership entry 
on fol. 17, the ms. was once owned by Maximus Margunius (cf. Legrand, 
Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVIe siècles II [1885] pp. xxui f., 
LXXII f.). The ms. is written by several hands. The preserved Euripidean 
portion itself is written by two hands: fol. 1-16 by one hand, and fol. 17-30 
by another hand (which strongly resembles the handwriting of the Venice 
468 : cf. below, p. 360; cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles plate VIII). As to 
the date of the ms., it is to be borne in mind that the ms. is post-Moscho- 
pulean in Pindar (cf. Turyn, De codicibus Pindaricis p. 34). The hand- 
writings of the Euripidean portion point to the time around 1300 a.D. 
Lambros, KaráAoyos II p. 41, dated the ms. as of the 13'^ century, but later 
he stated (in a letter to Wendel: cf. Wendel, loc. cit.) that also the 14'^ 
century was a possible date. Gallavotti, Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione 
classica N.S. 17 (1939) p. 43, dated the ms. around 1300 a.D. or a little 
before. I dated it (De codicibus Pindaricis p. 25) as of the 14'^ century, 
on internal grounds, because its Pindaric text shows some Moschopulean 
interpolations ; accordingly, the ms. has to be at any rate post-Moschopulean, 
and the time ca. 1300 A.D. is the earliest possible date. Irigoin considers 
the time around 1300 A.D. as the most probable date. Pertusi dates the ms. 
as of the 13/14* cent. — Fol. 1" Phoenissae (1150—end) ; 6Y arg. to Hippol. ; 
yr Hippolytus; 18° arg. to Med.; 18—30” Medea (1—730, 825 iepas — 1028, 
1134-1338). The loss of Med. 731-825 uaxdpov and of Med. 1029—1133 
resulted from the loss of a bifolium consisting of a leaf between fol. 26 and 
27 and of a leaf between fol. 28 and 29. The Phoenissae text is basically 
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old and belongs to the recentiores, as shown, e.g., by such readings: Phoen. 
1235 vexpós] Savoy RS, Munich 560, Palat. 343, and W (also Moschop., 
Thomas, Tricl., P); Phoen. 1334 xav] wiv RS, Munich 560, Reims 1306*. 
Palat. 343, P, and W. But the Phoentssae text is occasionally interpolated, 
for there are in this ms., e.g., such Moschopulean readings: Phoen. 1690 
peragyeiy ape Sei, 1758 xAavigs, 1762 dAAa yàp. And there appear also some 
Thoman interpolations, e.g.: Phoen. 1701 (a6)4' om.) á0Aíov warpos réxva, 
1761 viv ô. In Hippolytus and Medea, the ms. seems to be related to the 
V tradition and strongly influenced by the LP tradition. The Byzantine 
interpolations of the Phoenissae text are an interesting chronological clue 
to the date of the ms. and tally with my statement concerning occasional 
Moschopulean interpolations in the Pindaric part of the ms. This Iberon 
ms. seems to be now the most important and valuable manuscript of classical 
Greek poetry on Mount Athos. The whole volume deserves a detailed analy- 
sis of its make-up and character. 

The argument to Medea and the beginning of Medea in the Venice 468 
are so similar to the corresponding portions of the Athos ms. W (even the 
handwriting of that part of W resembles the script of the Venice 468) that 
we can assume a common source for the Medea fragment of the Venice 468 
and the Medea of the Athos ms. The text of Hippolytus and Medea in the 
Athos ms. W appears to be an eclectic or mixed text. It must have been 
made up by some learned philologist on the basis of different sources. 'The 
Athos ms. itself was not the master copy of that characteristic text which 
we shall call, for reference purposes, *the Athos text." Since the ms. D 
(Leur. 31, 15) is, in Hippolytus and Medea ca. 1-922, & gemellus of W 
(cf. below, p. 336), and since the Venice 468 is likewise in the argument 
to Medea and its preserved portion of Medea 1—42 closely similar to W, we 
have to postulate that there was a prior common source of W and D and 
Venice 468 in the pertinent portions just indicated. 

The Athos text shows a definite connection with the Vatican tradition 
of V and a striking acquaintance with the LP tradition, but is highly 
inconsistent. Even the treatment of the two plays, Hippolytus and Medea, 
seems to be different. It is obvious that the Athos text W of the two plays 
belongs originally to the commented tradition: cf. Hippol. 37 énavoiay LPA : 
énatooov MBVW; Medea 837 $8vrvóovs LP, (post aipas) add. V?: om. 
BAV?W. Moreover, the text of W is free of some errors of the LP tradi- 
tion, e.g.: Hippol. 1148 yas MVAWL!, (ex yas corr.) B: om. L/P ; Hippol. 
1356 Boéonnpa xepós VW, Booxnpa xepós OBALt: om. L?P. Thus it appears 
that W is affiliated with the commented tradition. 'Then, we notice in the 
W text specific groups of agreements: with V in Hippolytus, with VA in 
Medea, with VLP in Hippolytus, with LP mostly in Hippolytus, and with 
B in Medea. 'This illustrates clearly the inconsistency or the mixed character 
of the Athos text. 
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If we keep in mind its kinship with the commented tradition, we can 
assume that W fundamentally was related to V. This would explain the 
agreements of W with V and with VLP in Hippolytus, and with VA in 
Medea. Besides, we have to surmise that the learned editor of the Athos 
text (embodied in the master copy or in the immediate source of W) inter- 
polated his text by adopting many readings of the LP tradition in Hippo- 
lytus, and some readings of B in Medea. He probably took the LP readings 
from the common source of LP. This is the evidence (not a complete 
tabulation) which will serve to exemplify the above mentioned categories 
of readings in W: 

In Hippolytus, the argument in W agrees with P (L does not exhibit 
the argument): cf. arg. to Hippol. p. 1.11 Schwartz mv (ita W: om. P) 
daidpay eis épora rapwppnoe PW: om. MBAV!, Tn the first part of Hippolytus 
ca. 1-517 (W fol. 77-10"), the ms. W in general goes along with the com- 
mented tradition and shows fewer interpolations from LP: e.g., cf. Hippol. 
43 veaviay MBAV!W : meduxdra LPV”; Hippol. 120 xo MBAVW: Se LP. 
This part discloses some characteristic agreements of W with V: e.g., cf. 
Hippol. 361 ároAecev MBALP, [..]oAeoev Berlin P.5005: SwAcoey HVW; 
Hippol. 380 rà xpyor' MB!'ALP, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507, Stobaeus 
3.30.2 (III p. 663.1 W.-H.) : à xpyor’ Berlin P.5005, B:V V!e»W, and Hippol. 
381 & MBAL'!P, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507, Stobaeus: om. Berlin 
P.5005, VW; Hippol. 506 avaAe05gcou[a«] Berlin P.5005, ávaħwðýoopa:i AL, 
dy dÀo0jcouu. HMBP: (àv- om.) áAe85jcoua« VW. Even in this part of 
Hippolytus, there appear some readings from LP (see below). In the latter 
part, Hippolytus ca. 518-1466 (W fol. 117-187), the text of W is full of 
LP readings to such a degree that W practically duplicates the LP text in 
this part of the play. However, the fact that in some cases W avoids the 
omissions of LP (cf. above, on Hippol. 1148 and 1356; also cf. Hippol. 649 
versum habent MBAVW: om. LP) seems to indicate that the basis of its 
text is of a different character. Those few characteristic agreements of 
VW in the beginning of Hippolytus and the V-like character of the Medea 
in W suggest the original derivation of W from the Vatican class. It seems 
that the agreements of W with VLP (wherever V agreed with LP) were 
automatically due to the basic affiliation of W with V. 

For some examples of the agreement VLPW in Hippolytus, cf.: Hippol. 
630 $vrov MBA: xaxov MY^V!LPW; Hippol. 885 eivgs rjs ékys MBA: rhs 
èns evis VL!PW ; Hippol. 984 kaAovs MBA: roAAovs V'LPW ; Hippol. 992 
mputov MBA: mpórepov V'LPW ; Hippol. 1066 550 6 MBA: 8yra V'LPW; 
Hippol. 1072 o° éxpsy MBA: (c' om.) éxpgy V'LPW ; Hippol. 1260 éráx0opat 
MBA, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507: áméx0oua. V'LPW; Hippol. 1358 
årpépas pwes Q, árpéua poes BA: Symes årpépas V'Li PW. 

For agreements of W with LP (in Hippolytus), e.g., cf.: Hippol. 190 
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versum habent MBAVL*, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507: om. LPW; 
Hippol. 252 roààà MBAV, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507: woAAa 8 LPW ; 
Hippol. 432 xapri(erau MBAV, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507: xoju(erat 
LPW!, Christus Patiens 549; Hippol. 461 oréptas MBAV : orépyas XPLPW ; 
Hippol. 723 crus 8 rovr’ éyo MBAV : óros 8 &yo rovro LPW ; Hippol. 186 
véxyy MBAV : vexpóv LPW ; Hippol. 829 xpauvóv BAV, xpervov M (cf. Soph. 
Ichneut. [frg. 314 Pearson] 213) : muxpov LPW ; Hippol. 867 xaxov MBAV: 
om. L'PW; Hippol. 1333 Bporav ¿uoi OBAV : éyoi Bporay LPW ; Hippol. 
1390 dxA«cev OBAV, Athos Vatopedi 36, Venice 507: &wAeoev LPW; 
Hippol. 1437 vexpots OBAV (cf. Suda ® 328, IV p. 722.24 Adler): 
g&rovs LPW. 

For agreements of W with VA (in Medea), e.g., cf.: Med. 501 & BLP: 
om. VAW; Med. 509 paxapíay éAAnvidwv LP, Alexander Numenii f. Rhet. Gr. 
VIII p. 451.10 Walz (= Rhet. Gr. III p. 23.1 Spengel) : paxapiay av’ éAAd&a 
B, paxapiay (av’ om.) éAAdóa Herodianus Rhet. Gr. VIII p. 590.9 Walz 
(= Rhet. Gr. III p. 91.24 Spengel), Pseudo-Zonaeus Rhet. Gr. VIII p. 
679.12 Walz (= Rhet. Gr. III p. 164.16 Spengel): paxapiay raf’ é\Adda 
V' AW ; Med. 1150 xóAov vedvidos BLP (cf. Pap. Oryrh. 2337) : vedvibos yoXov 
VAW (the paroxytonic transposition in this case was probably transmitted 
in this particular tradition branch and should not be considered coinci- 
dental) ; Med. 1158 sai&as octey BP, LP aut L?, Pap. Cambridge Fitzwilliam 
Museum E.1/1922 (Denys Page, Classical Quarterly 32 [1938] p. 46), Pap. 
Ozyrh. 2337: waidas (oéĝev om.) L** aut L!: rékva acüeyv VAW. 

For the influence of the B tradition in the Medea text of W, cf., e.g.: 
Med. 58 Seaxroivms HBAW, schol. vet. Phoen. 1, $) 8eamotvgs V: pndecias VLP, 
Pap. Ozyrh. 1370, cf. Ennius, Scenica v. 258 Vahlen?; Med. 268 60avuato 
VALP: Oavpdow BW; Med. 1189 Aerriv VALP: Aevi» BW, Pap. Ozyrh. 
2337; Med. 1285 é£érepye VAL, -ev P: é£éreyre HBW (eféx[ Pap. Harris 
38, égé[ Pap. Strasbourg WG. 305 + 306). 

The * Athos text ” has also some peculiarities which were taken over by 
W from its source. Some of them reappear in D, in those parts of D where 
D is a gemellus of W (cf. below, p. 336) : e.g., cf. Hippol. 348 áAyewsov & 
HMBAVLP, aAy[ Berlin P.5005: aAywrov 0 WD; Med. 140 eye Aéxrpa 
rvpávvoy BAV : &ye Sdpa rvpávvov LP: 505 Aéxrpa rvpávvov exer WD. 

The eclectic and mixed “ Athos text” is deprived of any essential value. 
It is interesting only as a product of some learned philologist who knew 
all the branches of the manuscript tradition. While his text had a Vatican 
basis, he interpolated it with readings from the Venice-Paris tradition and 
from the LP tradition, which had a rather limited diffusion and was at that 
time (around 1300 A.D.), as it seems, localized in the region of Thessa- 
lonica. It should be added that the Athos recension was most probably 
limited to the two plays, Hippolytus and Medea, for we find the peculiar 
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recension of that character only within these two plays in other manuscripts 
like D (cf. below, p. 336), and Vatic. 910 (cf. below, p. 358). 

Mount Athos, Mov; IBypwv, 185 (no. 4305 in Adurpos, KardAoyos II pp. 
50 f.). Paper, 15%, 16th, and 18t? cent., 21 X 15 cm., 136 foll. The Euripi- 
dean portion is of the 15t century (with some lost folios supplemented in 
the 16'^ century). — Fol. 717-117" (fol. 1137-114" are blank) Hecuba (1- 
1280). There are marginal scholia extending through fol. 109" (through 
schol. Hec. 1064), being a peculiar mixture of scholia from different sources; 
there appear old and Byzantine scholia, and also some peculiar comments. 
The text divides into four sections. The portions Hec. 1-148 (fol. 777-82") 
and Hec. 526-1030 (fol. 947-108") are old. The rest, Hec. 149—525 (fol. 
837-93") and Hec. 1031-1280 (fol. 1097-117"), is Moschopulean. 

For old readings in the old sections, cf.: Hec. 21 ámóAAvra, 56 SovAcov, 
756—758 in textu om. The old text of this ms. is closely related to the ms. 
Sa (Vatic. 1345: cf. above, p. 96), though it is not copied from Sa. For 
common readings of Vatic. 1345 and Iber. 185, cf.: Hec. 160 5€ om., 527 
érovro, 1016 oréya] oráces. It is only natural that the Iberon 185, for the 
same reason, agrees with these readings of Sa that are also shared by S 
(Salamanca 31) which is a gemellus of Sa (cf. above, p. 96). I can quote, 
e.g., such agreements of Iber. 185 with SSa: Hec. 27 u«07«ev SSa and Iber. 
185; Hec. 547 óy vulgo codd., etiam SY?Sav^: x0óya SSa, Iber. 185; Hec. 
908 8opi Sopi 5) SSa, Iber. 185; Hec. 972 (mpoo- om.) BAérev ópÜais SSa, 
Iber. 185. Like the mss. SSa, this ms. Iber. 185 is a recentior. 

Berlin, Staatliche Museen, Aegyptische Abteilung, P.5005 (cf. A. Kirch- 
hoff, * Über die Reste einer aus Aegypten stammenden Handschrift des 
Euripides," Monatsberichte der Königlich Preussischen Akademie der Wis- 
senschaften zu Berlin. Aus dem Jahre 1881. [Berlin, 1882] pp. 982—989, 
with facsimile plate; W. Schubart und U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, 
Berliner Klasstkertexte V 2 [Berlin, 1907] pp. 88-96; Pack, The Greek 
and Latin Literary Terts from Greco-Roman Egypt p. 23 no. 287 ; Wilamo- 
witz-Moellendorff, Einleitung in die attische Tragödie p. 214 note 185). 
Parchment, 6‘ century (or later), uncial script, 2 double leaves (= 8 pages) 
of a binion, 46 X 26/27 cm. for each double leaf, and 1 leaf (— 2 pages), 
28 lines to page. Remnants of Hippolytus 243-431 and 492-515. This is 
a very valuable specimen from an early medieval uncial parchment codex 
of Euripides, with remnants of a play that belongs to the * selection." A 
comparable specimen appears in the Phaethon leaves of the ms. Paris grec 
107 B, the so-called codex Claromontanus (cf. below, p. 352). The Hippolytus 
fragment has been missing from Berlin since 1945. 

Copenhagen, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, Gamle Kongelig Samling 417 (cf. 
Graux, Archives des missions scientifiques et littéraires IIIe série, 6 [1880] 
pp. 165 f.). Paper, 15t! cent. (around 1475 a.p.), 311 X 203 mm., 264 foll. 
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(there is a folio 239 bis), 25 lines. Ownership entry (fol. 17) : Fridericus 
Rostgaard emit Venetijs 1699. Next owners: Christian Danneskiold-Samsge, 
1726 (cf. above, p. 181) ; Det Kongelige Bibliotek, since 1732. — Fol. 1" arg. 
to Med.; 2° Medea; 29” arg. to Hec.; 30° Hecuba; 55” arg. to Orest. ; 56% 
Orestes; 90° arg. to Phoen. ; 91" Phoenissae ; 125" old scholia on Phoentssae ; 
140r arg. to Hippol.; 141° Hippolytus; 169% arg. to Alc.; 170° Alcestts ; 
190" arg. to Androm.; 191" Andromache; 217" arg. to Troad. ; 217" Troades ; 
243° arg. to Rhes.; 244'-263' Rhesus. This is a composite manuscript, 
drawn from different sources. 

The Medea text is manifestly related to the B tradition, though it is not 
derived directly from B. For agreements of the Copenhagen 417 with the 
B-like tradition, cf.: Med. 253 mois @ 78 ALP: yàp works 78° V: works 75’ 
HB and Copenhagen 417; Med. 268 Oavpafw VALP: Oavpdow B and 417; 
Med. 504 y' dv ow LP: +’ dv oiv V! A: rà vy B and m.pr. 417; Med. 953 
dvdpos T’ V, (versu addito in marg.) A: diópós y' LP: åvêpòs (r' om.) B 
and 417; Med. 1043 $aibpóy VALP (cf. Christus Patiens 695, 869) : repsvov 
B and m.pr. 417; Med. 1121 versum habent VALP: om. B: and m.pr. 417; 
Med. 1139 ww roàùs Aóyos VALP: ww (roàùs om.) Aoyos B: Zpov yw Aoyos 
m.pr. 417 (also O = Laur. 31, 10: cf. below, p. 334). The omission of zoAvs 
obviously was a feature of the B-like tradition; the word uev was an 
interpolation made in a B-like source for the sake of filling the incomplete- 
ness of the line. The scribe of the Copenhagen 417 was occasionally adopting 
readings from other sources: cf. Med. 357 sústave yvva. BAV : om. LP and 
m.pr. Copenhagen 417; Med. 981 avrà LP, aùr]à Pap. Strasbourg WG 305, 
abr V'A and 417: om. B. The Copenhagen text of the Medea is a secondary 
product and can be disregarded by future editors. 

The Copenhagen text of the triad is old and appears to be akin to the 
text of R (Vatic. 1135) : cf. above, p. 95 note 154. But there is a ms., Vatic. 
Palat. 343 (cf. below, p. 357), with whose preserved portions the Copenhagen 
agrees most strikingly. The Palat. 343 is now incomplete; as it stands now, 
it exhibits Phoentssae 63—end and Hippolytus 20-939, both with scholia (on 
Phoenissae 53-1747 and on Hippolytus 22/23-935). A comparison of 
Copenhagen 417 with Palat. 343 shows conclusively that the Copenhagen 
417 copied its text of Phoenissae and Hippolytus directly from Palat. 343 
(at a time when Palat. 343 was complete). This is proved by the concurrent 
peculiar errors of Palat. 343 and Copenhagen 417, e.g.: Phoen. 74, 73, 55 
hoc ordine scripti numeris Bay ad sinistram additis; 128 yryavr, 950 
péAcay, 968 yàp om., 969 čroruós epi, 1196 oiv om., 1748 ars Exovoa óvpuárov 
époy, 1761 avrós oixrpós] oixrpós oixrpós; Hippol. 25 oepvõs, 28 rofepao:, 
33 cav, 72 sapÜévov "Aprepe| Oev, 82 kópas, 87 yiédunv (cf. variam lectionem 
Christ. Pat. 2587), 94 ye] re. The Copenhagen 417 shows some errors of 
its own: cf. Phoen. 267 ómAwpévos 86 xeépa trade $acydvo Palat. 343: ór- 
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cuévos 8¢ [ra Se] rade xeipa $acyávo Copenhagen 417; Hippol. 152 dpxayov 
Palat. 343: àpxóv Copenhagen 417. Likewise, the scholia on Phoentssae, 
which are written in the Copenhagen 417 in a continuous section separately 
from the poetic text, appear to be an apograph of the scholia of the Palat. 
343, as is shown by many concurrent peculiarities of the two mss., e.g.: 
schol. Phoen. 53 p. 257.23 Schwartz Aéye; schol. Phoen. 61 p. 258.12 rwés 
S€ dac GAd’ èé idias; schol. Phoen. 71 p. 259.21 érowiro ô moAvveikgs ; schol. 
Phoen. 71 p. 259.21/22 ovpdwvos wodvveixns (-ovs 8.1.) (eis "Apyos ddufis om.) 


Palat. 343: cipdo soe (eis "Apyos adufis om.) Copenhagen 417. Conse- 
quently, it is obvious that the Copenhagen 417 copied the text and the 
scholia of Phoenissae and the text of Hippolytus from the Palatinus 343. 
Only the fact that the Palat. 343 is incomplete prevents us from making 
a more general assumption that the whole block in the Copenhagen 417 
comprising: Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae, scholia on Phoenissae, and Hippo- 
lytus, was transcribed from the Palatinus 343 at a time when it was more 
complete than it is now. It seems that the text of the whole triad carried 
by the Copenhagen 417, and the text of Phoenissae in the Palat. 343, are 
consistent in their affiliation with the tradition of R, and of the recentiores 
in general: cf. above, p. 95 note 154; cf. below, p. 357; also cf. Hec. 353 
Sdpov 6 RSa, Scpov r’ Copenhagen 417; Hec. 418 «eiae 8 civ R, éxeioe 8 èv 
Copenhagen 417; Orest. 282 sapÜéve post épais traiec. RSSa, Reims 1306, 
Munich 560, Copenhagen 417; Orest. 302 éxra@eiaa BAépapov RS, Munich 
560, Copenhagen 417; Phoen. 859 yàp post xAvóew RSP, Vienna 119, 
Munich 560, Palat. 343 (and Copenhagen 417); Phoen. 1334 rav vulgo 
codd., Sa, Reims 1306!, Munich 560%’: uy RSSa W, Reims 13065, Munich 
560, Palat. 343 (and Copenhagen 417). The consistency of the triad text 
carried by the Copenhagen 417 suggests that it may have been taken entirely 
from one source. 

The scholia on Phoenissae in the Copenhagen 417, being a transcript of 
the corresponding scholia in the Palat. 343, represent the scholia tradition 
of the recentiores; they can be dismissed, since their source is available, 
except for the beginning which is lost in the Palat. 343. In the Copenhagen 
417, the scholia on Phoentssae have at the beginning the scholium on Phoen. 
1760 pp. 414.1—415.4 Schwartz, which likewise precedes the scholia on 
Phoenissae in the ms. Munich 560: cf. below, p. 344 ; cf. Dindorf, Schol. Eur. 
III p. 407 note on line 1. In general, the scholia on Phoenissae in the Palat. 
343 and, by the same token, in the Copenhagen 417 seem to be closely 
related to those of the recentiores, e.g., to those of the Munich 560 (the ms. 
R cannot be compared in this respect, because it does not carry scholia on 
Phoentssae). 


The text of Hippolytus in the Palat. 343 is closely related to V (Vatic. 
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909) : cf. below, p. 357. Thus, the Copenhagen 417 carries in Hippolytus the 
Vatican recension. At any rate, future editors should not quote readings of 
Copenhagen 417 for the section preserved in the Palat. 343, but should 
instead quote readings of Palat. 343. Only for Hippolytus 1-19, 387—146, 
940—end (i.e., lines lost in the Palat. 343), has the Copenhagen 417 some 
value as an additional witness of the Vatican recension. 

In the group of successive four plays: Alcestts, Andromache, Troades, 
Rhesus, the Copenhagen 417 simply copied the ms. Va (Palat. 98), which 
is an apograph of V (Vatic. 909); cf. above, p. 91. As a result of this 
relationship, quite naturally the Copenhagen 417 represents the text of V 
as its indirect descendant,® but departs from V wherever Va differs from 
V. To prove that the Copenhagen 417 derives directly from Va, I am going 
to quote some agreements of Copenhagen 417 with peculiar readings of Va 
(which differ from V), e.g.: Alc. 33 80Atws Va and Copenhagen 417; Alc. 
423 versum in fine paginae scripsit et in initio insequentis paginae iteravit 
Va: versum bis scripsit 417; Androm. 67 6éAovo. Va and 417; Androm. 57 
ovx áv] ovdéy Va and 417; Troad. 442 xoi (ov és gdyv Va and 417; Troad. 
476 ovxovy apiOpov add’ (ex dààws correctum) vreprarovs jpvyov Va: otxovv 
apiOpov aAA’ vireprárovs dpvywv 417; Rhes. 205 kAorwois re Va and 417; Rhes. 
354 gàv éd$irevoev] dveQírevcas Va and 417; Rhes. 3885 yaip', écbAds obot 
sais] éoPAov ye xaipe wai Va: écOAov xaipe wai 417; Rhes. 512 av] ye Va and 
417; Rhes. 176 dxvoa & abrovs wy wAdBav otparw V : drvaa & avrovs py weAdbew 
ro otparw Va, dxvoa 8 aùroùs py meAaÜewv two otparw 417; Rhes. (post 774) 
litteris adscriptis ordinem 776, 715, 780, 781, 771, 178, 779, 782 indicavit 
V?: (post 774) hoc ordine versus 776, 775, 779, 780, 781, 777, 778, 782 
scripti sunt in Va et 417. After Rhes. 940, a blank space (19 lines long) 
appears in Va (fol. 2427): a blank space (19 lines long) is left out in 
Copenhagen 417 (fol. 262"). This proves most strikingly the direct deriva- 
tion of Copenhagen 417 in this part of the ms. from Va. The rest Rhes. 
941-end agrees in Copenhagen 417 with Va, except for differences that 
are due to inadvertence in Copenhagen 417 or to the scribe's interpolating 
spirit, e.g.: Rhes. 960 £vyrvpoca: Va: &vprovpoa 417. 

The text evidence of Copenhagen 417 for Alcestis, Andromache, Troades, 
Rhesus, is entirely worthless and should disappear from future critical 
apparatuses. For those sections of Rhesus that are now missing in V, the 
evidence of Va should be used (cf. above, p. 91), but readings of Copenhagen 
417 are to be disregarded. 


3:95 N, Wecklein, * Beiträge zur Kritik des Euripides III,” Sitzungsberichte der 
philosophisch-philologischen und der historischen Classe der k. b. Akademie der 
Wissenschaften zu München Jahrgang 1897, I. Band pp. 478 f., recognized that the 
Copenhagen 417 carries in Rhesus and Troades the tradition of V, but wrongly 
surmised that the Copenhagen 417 was transcribed from V and did not take into 
consideration the intermediate copy Va. 
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The Copenhagen 417 was occasionally used in former editions, with the 
following symbols: C in Kirchhoff, C in Prinz-Wecklein, Haun. in Murray. 

Cremona, Biblioteca Governativa, 130 (cf. Martini, Catalogo dt mano- 
scritti greci esistenti nelle biblioteche italiane I 2 [1896] pp. 299 ff.; 
Giuseppe Mazzatinti-Albano Sorbelli, Inventari dei manoscritti delle biblio- 
teche d'Italia 70 [Firenze, 1939] p. 98). Paper, 14t? cent. for the original 
part of the ms. (15'^ cent. for the replacements), 265 X 200 mm., 64 foll. 
Folios 1-9, 56—57, 62—64, are later replacements. — Fol. 1" Vita; 1" arg. to 
Hec.; 27—97 Hecuba 1-642 (fol. 1-9 are a later replacement) ; 10r Hecuba 
643—end; 19" arg. to Orest.; 19Y Orestes; 42% arg. to Phoen.; 43"—55" 
Phoenissae 1-1065; 567-57" (later replacement) Phoentssae 1066—1230; 
58r-61v Phoenissae 1231-1586; 627-64' (later replacement) Phoentssae 
1587-1766. Oceasionally the original hand wrote some old scholia; some 
later hands added worthless scholia, which I disregard. The text of the 
original part is old: cf. Hec. 758 éwrdpxeow m.pr., 982 uiv jpiv el, Orest. 81 
Gre kai, 373 dAuriwwv, 378 écéAvrov, 439 cimeiv éxeis, 798 (qr) p(o)s, 1622 
obi, Phoen. 487 aii xpóvov, 577 yévorr’ dv $4, 608 ye o3 à. But the later 
replacements show a Moschopulean text: cf. Hec. 76 eéov- eBov yap, 318 
opixpov, 582 0' om. a.c., 620 xaAdora eirexvurare. 

El Escorial, Real Monasterio de San Lorenzo, X.1.13. This is a gnomology, 
with excerpts from Euripides. Cf. above, p. 94 note 151. 

O — Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, plut. 31, 10 (cf. Bandini, Cata- 
logus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae II pp. 85 f.; Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles pp. 166 ff.). Western paper (without watermarks), 
ca. 1320 A.D., 30 X 19 cm., 264 foll. The handwriting of the Laur. 31, 10 
is identical with the scholarly script of 'Ieavvixios af{vE ramewós ypappartıxós 
who subscribed the Laur. 74, 18 (on fol. 322") and copied several manu- 
scripts (mainly of medical treatises), listed in Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber p. 214, and also the Apollodorus leaves in the Paris 2722 
fol. 167-32" (cf. above, p. 78 note 126, pp. 233 f.). For facsimile samples of 
his handwriting, cf. Girolamo Vitelli e Cesare Paoli, Collezione Fiorentina di 
facsimilà paleografici greci e latini (Firenze, 1897) plate XLIV (= Laur. 
87, 7 fol. 32"); Richardus Wagner, Apollodort Bibliotheca (1894) plate 
(= Paris grec 2722, parts of fol. 17" and 19%). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 19v arg. 
to Orest.; 20% Orestes; 45* arg. to Med.; 46" Medea; 64" arg. to Phoen.; 
64” Phoenissae ; 87" arg. to Alc.; 87% Alcestis; 99" arg. to Androm.; 99v 
Andromache; 116" arg. to Hippol. ; 116" Hippolytus ; 134" index personarum 
to Ehes.; 1347-140" Rhesus 1-714. Sparse old scholia on Hecuba, Orestes, 
and Medea. Some later notes in Latin. The text of the triad is old: cf. 
Hec. 756—758 desunt, Orest. 373 dAwrímov, 378 éféAurov, 439 eimreiy €xeis, 
782 mpayp’ (y' om.), 786 rò karÜavev, 1103 ávjp om. (item om. HCA, Laur. 
32, 33; Madrid 4677%¢, LP'T*), 1622 ovyi, 1684 ds, Phoen. 171 ris mó0cv 
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xupei, 487 avis xpóvov, 577 yevorr’ dy td’, 608 ye oy &, 636 éé. xopas, 1690 
peracyeiv Sei nape. There are occasional interpolations, mostly Moschopulean : 
cf. Hec. 50 xépas, 56 SovAaov, 265 rpocdaypara, 274 rapidos, 318 x’eio puxpóv, 
Phoen. 748 čara: ra8’, érrámvpyovy 8 és módy podwv, 1648 éxredciv. For Thoman 
interpolations, cf.: Phoen. 1717 wap6évwv (55 om.), 1761 wy 8. For Tri- 
clinian interpolations, cf.: Hec. 1194 awwAovr’ ovris, Orest. 1507 mrpoomrvay 
(to be sure, a learned man like Ioannicius could have made such metrical 
corrections himself). The line Phoen. 1282 is omitted (cf. above, p. 178). 
The ms. O, in the triad (and in Hippolytus, Medea,.and presumably in 
Rhesus: see below), is closely related to the Venice tradition and belongs 
to the group MCO (cf. above, pp. 318 f.). Except for those occasional inter- 
polations, it should be considered in the triad to be a vetustior. 

The text of O in the five plays: Medea, Alcestis, Andromache, Hippolytus, 
Rhesus, was drawn from different sources. 

In Medea, the ms. O is closely related to B (except for occasional dis- 
crepancies) : cf. Med. 24 áAysgó6ós B, 3B (ad Med. 97), O; Med. 509 àr 
àAdóa BO; Med. 725 mpooqpavo BO; Med. 926 ravde viv Onoopa wep BO; 
Med. 981 avrà om. BO; Med. 1121 versum om. B'O. But it was not tran- 
scribed from B: e.g., cf. Med. 650 8’ om. B: habet O; Med. 937 elvai Svopes 
B: Svoperns elvac correctly O; Med. 1377 xatoa: B: xAatvoa correctly O. In 
Medea, the ms. O is a valuable witness of the Venice tradition. 

In Alcestts and Andromache, the ms. O is copied directly from B (I quote 
also some concurrent paroxytonic transpositions at the end of line): cf. 
Alcestis 12 Beat 8é po BO; Alc. 17/18 aris Oee Oavety rpo keivov om. B'O 
(add. B? manu Iani Lascaris); Alc. 43 vexpov ŝevrépov BO; Alc. 141 Oaveiy 
é£eor( co. BO; Alc. 283 (yvxgs om.) xaragrjcaca dws 708’ eicopay $iAov BO; 
Alc. 307 xav om. BO; Alc. 347 Biov om. BO; Andromache 19 Aaos & ww 
BO; Androm. 41 dro wrarpas BO; Androm. 195 dAesepoy BO; Androm. 358 
mirroyres BO; Androm. 425 xépas] 8€euas BO; Androm. 426 oùr áxovoera 
girovs BO; Androm. 833 si om. BO; Androm. 947 ovupépa BO. In these 
two plays, the ms. O was copied from B before B was affected by the loss 
of Androm. 957-1211 and 1236-1249. Accordingly, we should use O — and 
D = Laur. 31, 15 which in the Andromache was likewise copied from B — 
for the just indicated portions of the Andromache, in which the concurrent 
readings DO represent the readings of B (cf. below, p. 337). In this con- 
nection, I should refer to the interesting case: Androm. 991 4 mpéoBws 
oixovs p DO, 3) mpéoBvs u’ oikovs Naples II.F.41 and Naples Vindob. gr. 17, 
n rpeoBv[ Pap. Ozyrh. 2335: (ù xpéoBvs om.) oixovs p MAV!LP! (oikovs 
Té rovad’ V?YP, 7 maios oixovs p’ P?). The omission of 4 wpécBvs (in the 
manuscripts indicated, this omission is not marked by any blank left) is a 
general flaw that seems to have affected the whole manuscript tradition, 
both the commented and the non-commented traditions — except for the 
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B tradition as carried by DO and by the Naples II.F.41 and the Naples 
Vindob. 17 which, in the Andromache, are closely related to the B tradition 
(cf. below, p. 345), and except for the ancient tradition preserved in the 
Pap. Ozyrh. 2335. This is quite puzzling: how could it happen that the B 
tradition alone in the medieval text transmission escaped that omission? 
For an explanation of this case, cf. above, p. 320. 

It is to be added that in the above section the ms. O occasionally corrected 
or modified the text taken from B by using other sources of the tradition. 

In Hippolytus, the ms. O is closely related to M: cf. Hippol. 199 $iXov 
MO (also V”); Hippol. 464 $uaprgkóras M'!O; Hippol. 834 érjA0€ MO; 
Hippol. 882 roô’ ékóv MV?Yv? rò 8' épóv O; Hippol. 979 où’ èv 0aAdcoy MO; 
Hippol. 1014 &€pbapev MO; Hippol. 1122 á&:vas MO; Hippol. 1140 &róAoAe 
Aéyy HBAVP, ázóAoAe (ex droAoAe corr.) Aéxo L: áróAoAe (Aéyy om.) MOZ; 
Hippol. 1216 dvr’ e$0éy£ar' M avrepOéyéar’ BO, Christus Patiens 858 ; Hippol. 
1225 óyov MO. But the ms. was not copied from M: cf. Hippol. 271 
éAéyxovs] évvérovca M: éAéyxovs correctly O; Hippol. 716 wávres om. M: 
habet O. We can assume that O was derived from the source of M — from 
the same source from which the ms. C, which is a gemellus of M, descended 
(cf. above, p. 318). Therefore, in Hippolytus, the ms. O deserves full atten- 
tion as a carrier of the M tradition. O should be considered throughout the 
text of Hippolytus and especially for the portion Hippol. 1235-1466 which 
is lost in M. 

In Rhesus, the ms. O is a valuable witness. It agrees with V against LPQ: 
cf. Rhes. 66 érecay LPQ, Pap. Paris Supplément grec 1099, Christus Patiens 
90, 2337: épycav VO. But it was not copied from V: cf. Rhes. 679 xwovat 
LPQO: xravovo: V. In this play, O should be used to support the evidence 
of the commented tradition. 

The text character of Laur. 31, 10 in Rhesus was discussed by Wecklein, 
Teztkritische Studien zu den griechischen Tragikern (Sitzungsberichte der 
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-philologische und 
historische Klasse. Jahrgang 1921. 5. Abhandlung. München, 1922) pp. 
68-70. The importance of Laur. 31, 10 for the end of Hippolytus was 
correctly stressed by Murray, Euripidis Fabulae I pp. [1v], [xv]. Readings 
from this ms. (not in a complete collation) were reported in former edi- 
tions, with the following symbols: c in Kirchhoff, c in Prinz-Wecklein, O 
in Murray. In general, on the Venice character of this ms. in the triad, 
Hippolytus, Medea, Rhesus, cf. above, pp. 312 ff., 318 ff. 

D = Florence, Laur. 31, 15 (cf. Bandini II cols. 88 f. ; Zacher, Die Hand- 
schriften und Classen der Aristophanesscholien pp. 549 f.; Zuretti, Analecta 
Aristophanea pp. 10 f.; John Williams White, The Scholia on the Aves of 
Aristophanes [Boston-London, 1914] pp. xc ff.). A portion of the Aristo- 
phanean part of the original volume is now to be found in the ms. Leiden, 
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Vossianus graec. F 52 (cf. de Meyier, Codices Vosstant Graeci et Miscellanet 
pp. 59 ff.). Facsimile samples from the original volume are given in: White, 
op. cit. frontispiece (= Laur. 31, 15 fol. 124": Aristoph. Aves 443-478) ; 
van Groningen, Short Manual of Greek Palaeography? plate IX (= Leiden 
Voss. gr. F 52 fol. 14°: Aristoph. Aves 1639-1675). Paper (bombycine), 
14th cent., 327 X 240 mm., 162 foll. — Fol. 1" arg. to Hippol.; 1" Hippolytus ; 
19° arg. to Med.; 19" Medea; 38" arg. to Alc.; 39° Alcestis; 52" arg. to 
Androm.; 52*—66" Andromache (1-1128, 1220—end). Old scholia on these 
four plays. Some readings (but not a complete collation) were reported in 
former editions, with the following svmbols: d in Kirchhoff, d in Prinz- 
Wecklein, D in Murray and in Schwartz (cf. Schol. Eur. II p. 138). 

The ms. D in the text of Hippolytus and Medea ca. 1-922 follows the 
Athos tradition and is closely related to the ms. W — Athos Iber. 161 (cf. 
above, p. 328) : cf. Hippol. 348 dAywrov 0' WD; Medea 140 éxe Aéxrpa. rvpavvov 
BAV: éxe Sepa rvpávvoy LP: 565 Aékrpa rvpavvov xe WD; Med. 242 $épov 
Bia Cvyov WD; Med. 367 xrdeipacw WD; Med. 408 éopév om. W: blank 
space in D; Med. 478 svpurvooy WD; Med. 559 pèv om. WD; Med. 616 
(roto. om.) goioet WD. The case of Med. 408 shows that W and D derive 
from a common source; moreover, each of them has peculiar errors that 
are not repeated in the other one. Whatever was said of the text character 
of W, holds true for the indicated section of D. This section of D shows 
on its own some additional interpolations from the LP tradition: cf. Hippol. 
43 veavíar MBAV!W : wepuxdra LP (also V*) : veavíav wepuxora D; Hippol. 
80 vávÓ' ojos MB'VW'!, mar?’ spas B'AW?: wavr’ dei LP: wavr’ aici ópos D 
(in these two cases, D put into the text combined readings from both tradi- 
tions); Med. 357 Svorave yivae BAVW: om. LPD. It seems that D had 
access to a carrier of the LP tradition — either to the common source of LP 
or to L itself. In view of this, I should venture a guess that the ms. D was 
written probably in Thessalonica ; the time of D seems to be around 1325 a.p. 

In Medea ca. 923—end, Alcestis, and Andromache, the ms. D is a direct 
copy of B (with occasional corrections or changes). This relationship is 
shown, e.g., by such agreements of BD: Medea 937 eva 8$vouevgs BD; Med. 
1038 re BD; Med. 1113 ixi BD; Med. 1121 om. B'D; Med. 1139 fv (ois 
om.) Aóoyos BD; Med. 1259 xardzave' BD; Med. 1377 xavca. BD; Alcestis 
12 eai 5€ por BD; Alc. 17/18 aris ŅOede Üaveiv xpd xeivov om. B!D (add. B? 
manu Jani Lascaris); Alc. 43 vexpov Sevrépov BD; Alc. 141 Oaveiv &£eori vor 
BD; Alc. 283 (yjvxys om.) karaorjcaca pis roð’ elaopav didov BD; Alc. 307 
zai om. BD; Alc. 347 Biov om. BD; Alc. 427 xovpa évp (blank space for 
the rest of the line) B'D (xovpg évpygke xai ueAapmémAo oroAj B? supple- 
mented by Ianus Lascaris); Andromache 19 Aaós & wv BD; Androm. 41 
áró mdtpas BD; Androm. 195 éXe'6epov BD; Androm. 358 xixrovres BD; 
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Androm. 425 xépas] 8€uas BD; Androm. 426 oóx dxovcerar $iAovs BD; 
Androm. 833 8& om. BD; Androm. 947 evudépe BD. 

It is to be assumed that D transcribed the above section from B at a time 
when B was complete in the Andromache, before suffering the loss of 
Androm. 957—1211 and 1236-1249. Therefore, we have to use D and O 
(Laur. 31, 10), which likewise copied B in the Andromache, in order to 
recover through the concurrent testimony of DO the presumable readings 
of B in its lost portions of the Andromache: cf. above, p. 334. This seems 
to be the only usefulness of D. Otherwise, its Athos-like section only paral- 
lels the evidence of W. 

The scholia of D on the four plays (apart from the beginning of the 
scholia on Hippolytus taken from a source to which the scholia on Hippo- 
lytus in the Naples II.F.41 are related) are transcribed from B. 

L = Florence, Laur. 32, 2. Cf. above, pp. 222 ff. 

Florence, Laur. 32, 33 (cf. Bandini II cols. 178 ff.; Schultz, Die hand- 
schriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 9; Turyn, De codicibus 
Pindaricis pp. 23 f.; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare pp. 313 f.). Paper 
(bombycine), ca. 1300 A.D., 240 X 165 mm., 254 foll. This is in Pindar the 
ms. F. In the Euripidean part occupying fol. 93-152, the original part 
comprises fol. 105-150, while fol. 93-104 and 151-152 are later replace- 
ments. — Fol. 92v epigrams on Euripides (by a later hand). A later replace- 
ment: fol. 93° short excerpt from Vita; Tzetzes, Chiliades X 150—160, hist. 
314 (cf. above, p. 195) ; arg. to Hec.; 91'-104* Hecuba 1-571. Thereafter, 
this is the original part: fol. 105" Hecuba 572—end; 114" arg. to Orest. ; 
114” Orestes; 134% arg. to Phoen. ; 135'-150Y Phoentssae 1-1726. At the 
end, there is this replacement: fol. 151" Phoenissae 1727-end; 151" notes 
on Phoen.; 152" arg. to Med. and Hippol.; 152% mythological notes. The 
replacement at the beginning carries peculiar comments on Hec. 1—571. The 
original part has old scholia on the rest of Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae 
1-1668. The left margin of fol. 150" (Phoen. 1662-1726) is covered with 
a strip of paper so that any scholia on that page are illegible now. 

In the eventual use of this ms., the text of the replacements can be 
disregarded. The original text is old: cf. Hec. 982 pév jpiv el, Orest. 439 
cimeiv Exes, 782 mpayp’ (y' om.), 798 pytpos, Phoen. 171 ris wó0ev kvpei, 487 
av6ts xpovov, 1690 peracyeiv 9ev xàpgé. We may consider this vetus to be 
basically a vetustior (Phoen. 1302 orevaxray om.) of the Venice class: cf. 
Orest. 329 ô $oiBos om. HMCA and Laur. 32, 33; Orest. 364 l'Aavxos] pdvris 
HMCB?? and Laur. 32, 33; Orest. 1403 amp om. HCOA and Laur. 32, 33. 
The Laur. 32, 33 occasionally adopted (also in the scholia, as it seems) some 
features of the recentiores, e.g.: after Orest. 108, there is the line xáyo 
yvvauxàv adpov ovx. mapÜecvos. | 

There are in this ms. occasional interpolations: cf. Orest. 786 (ró om.) 


Google 


338 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


xarOavety (= Moschop.), Phoen. 548 roô’ árovéuew (= Moschop.), 517 yévo& 
ip’ (= Thomas). 

The Laur. 32, 33 is closely related to the Vienna phil. 119 (cf. below, 
p. 361). Cf. such common readings of these two mss.: Hec. 155 oot rovro, 
^88 xei, Orest. 958 cov om. — It seems that the Laur, 32, 33 is also closely 
related to the Vatic. 1332 (cf. below, p. 359). 

Florence, Bibl. Laurenziana, Conventi Soppressi 66 (cf. Rostagno-T'esta, 
Studi Italiani di filologia classica 1 [1893] p. 142; Zuretti, Analecta Aristo- 
phanea p. 145; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 154). Paper 
(bombycine), 14° cent., 243 X 157 mm., 81 foll., 2 columns to a page, 32 
lines to a column. — Fol. 50° Hecuba; 59* arg. to Orest.; 607—712" Orestes 
(1-1681). Very few old scholia on both plays. The text is basically old, 
but heavily interpolated, especially in Orestes. For old readings, cf.: Hec. 
21 dzoAAvrat,, 982 pèv piv ei, Orest. 186 rò karÜavev. In its original char- 
acter, this ms. is an interesting vetustior of the Venice class, related 
especially to the M tradition, as evidenced by such characteristic readings 
of Conv. Soppr. 66: Hec. 756-758 om. MOB'R, Reims 1306, Conv. Soppr. 
66 (add. Reims 13067"£, Conv. Soppr. 66™%) ; Orest. 1258 érecywpeo? om. 
MCA, Conv. Soppr. 66! (add. Conv. Soppr. 66*) ; Orest. 1453 parep (semel) 
HCO, Conv. Soppr. 66; Orest. 1168 $vyo H?M, Conv. Soppr. 66; Orest. 
1477 xepow MCOA, Conv. Soppr. 66. For Moschopulean interpolations, cf.: 
Hec. 56 8ovA«ov, 265 xpoopaypara, 274 mapgtóos, 972 wrpooBrAerew oa’, Orest. 
61 ovpdopds, 439 exes eireiv, 798 pyrepos. 

P = Florence, Laur. Conventi Soppressi 172. Cf. above, pp. 258 ff. 

Heidelberg, Universitütsbibliothek, cod. Palatinus graec. 18 (cf. Steven- 
son, Codices manuscripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae p. 10; 
Oscar von Gebhardt, * Drei Codices Palatini in der Universitatsbibliothek 
zu Halle,” Neuer Anzeiger für Bibliographie und Bibliothekswissenschaft 
1879 pp. 129-132; Ose. Dahnhardt, Scholia in Aeschylt Persas (Lipsiae, 
1894] pp. x f.; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 56). Paper (bombycine), 14'^ cent., 
247 X 173 mm., 264 foll. Written by NuoAas ó l'ovàéAgs (cf. Xevp. Adyuspos, 
€ ‘O Bv(avriakós olxos TovdéAn, » Néos ‘EAAnvoprjpwr 13 [1916] pp. 211-221). — 
Fol. 240° arg. to Hec.; 2407-244" Hecuba 1-274, with old scholia. The 
poetic text and the scholia are written by two different hands. The text is 
old: ef. Hec. 21 awcdAvra, 56 SovAcov i.l. (SovAcov 8.1.), 116 ovverece, 265 
mpoopaypa. headings of this ms. were reported in Matthiae, with the symbol 
Vit. (cf. Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae VI p. X111). 

H = Jerusalem, Ilarpiapyuc] BiBrcoOnxn, ms. Tadov 36. Cf. above, pp. 
86 f., 316 ff. 

Leeuwarden, Provinciale Bibliotheek van Friesland, 34 (cf. H. Omont, 
* Catalogue des manuscrits grecs des bibliothéques publiques des Pays Bas 
(Leyde exceptée)," Centralblatt für Bibliothekswesen 4 [1887] pp. 202 f.; 
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once in Paris, Jesuit Collége de Clermont ms. 374; Meerman ms. 360). 
Paper, 16*h cent., 213 X 147 mm., 199 foll., 14 lines. — Fol. 95" Vita; 957 
arg. to Hec. ; 967-1397 Hecuba; 140° arg. to Orest.; 140—199" Orestes. Some 
Moschopulean scholia on the two plays, with occasional admixture of old 
scholia. The poetic text is old: cf. Hec. 265 xpocdaypa, 982 piv uiv d, 
Orest. 81 aye kai, 373 áAucrémov, 439 eimév Exes, 782 rpayp’ (y' om.). How- 
ever, there appear sporadically some interpolations. For Moschopulean 
interpolations, cf.: Hec. 274 mapniðos, Orest. 228 8éuas, 1622 ovxovv. 1684 
{nvos. For Thoman interpolations, cf.: Orest. 42 xAayoy 8’, 47 prius pyre. 

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijks-Universiteit, Vossianus graec. Q 33 (cf. 
de Meyier, Codices Vossiani Graeci et Miscellanei pp. 141 f.). Paper, late 
15th or early 16t cent., 212 X 155 mm., 166 foll. Written in the hand- 
writing of Michael Suliardus (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber 
pp. 318 ff.; facsimile sample of his handwriting in Omont, Fac-similés de 
manuscrits grecs des XV¢ et XVIe siècles plate 38, cf. ibidem introduction 
p. 14). — Fol. 1* Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 1" arg. to Hec. (abbreviation 
of the Thomano-Triclinian arg., of the same kind as in the Copenhagen 
417) ; 2" Vita (Moschopulean) ; 2" wepi vov eidwAov; 3* Vita (old); 3° arg. 
to Hec. (old); 3°-31' Hecuba (1-395, 743—end); 33° arg. to Orest. 
(Thomano-Triclinian) ; 35" arg. to Orest. (Moschopulean) ; 367-89 Orestes; 
927—947 arg. to Phoen. (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 96" arg. to Phoen. (Moscho- 
pulean); 977-163" Phoenissae; 1647-166" blank. There are many scholia 
on the three plays, mainly Byzantine, but also old ones, and many peculiar 
comments. This is a characteristically inconsistent and interpolated text of 
the late 15*^ century. The original basis of the text seems to have been old, 
but the text was recklessly interpolated. The introductory matter indicates 
that the copyist consulted a Triclinian source. For old features of the text, 
cf.: Hec. 265 apocdaypa, 2'/4 sapedbos, Orest. 439 etmeiv &yes, Phoen. 171 
tis TOÓev xvpe. For Moschopulean interpolations, cf.: Hec. 21 ámeAero, 76 
eiOoy* el8oy yàp, 757 SovActoa, 758 érdpkeav, 1183 alt. py Se, Orest. 326 ear’, 
Phoen. 47 xpéwv, 79 eis, 84 míAas, 88 OdAAos. For Thoman interpolations, 
cf.: Orest. 35 ov8%, Phoen. 77 xySos r’. For Triclinian interpolations, cf.: 
Orest. 142 Aéxovs. Actually, this is an interpolated ms., but since it does 
not follow consistently one Byzantine recension, I had to list it here among 
the old mss. from which it originally stems. 

Q = London, British Museum, Harley 5743. Cf. above, pp. 288 ff. 

London, British Museum, Harley 6300 (cf. above, p. 131). In this ms., 
the text of Phoenissae only is old. 

Madrid, Biblioteca Nacional, 4677 (once N 47 in Iriarte, Regiae Biblio- 
thecae Matritensis codices Graeci Mss. I pp. 160 ff.; cf. Turyn, Aeschylus 
p. 27; Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 22; Studies in Sophocles pp. 147 f.; 
S. Peppink, Mnemosyne ser. III vol. 1 [1934] p. 158; Martin Wittek, 
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Scriptorium 7 [1953] p. 277 note 7). Paper (bombycine), 14% cent., 
248 X 156 mm., 205 foll., 25 lines (in the original part). Once owned and 
supplemented by Constantinus Lascaris (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 245; Hugo Rabe, Zentralblatt für Bibliothekswesen 45 [1928] 
pp. 1-7; for facsimile samples, cf. Charles Graux-Albert Martin, Fac-stmiles 
de manuscrits grecs d'Espagne [Paris, 1891] facsimiles 6, 60, 62; Franchi 
de’ Cavalieri-Lietzmann, Specimina codicum graecorum Vaticanorum? plate 
58). In the Euripidean part of the volume, folios 27-32" and 74" are 
supplemented by Constantinus Lascaris, while folios 337-73" are original. 
These are the contents of the supplement by C. Lascaris at the beginning: 
fol. 2 Vita; 2Y arg. to Hec.; 3° Hecuba; 20" arg. to Orest. ; 217-32" Orestes 
1-1276. And this is the original part in Euripides: fol. 33° Orestes 1277— 
1693; 41" arg. to Phoen. ; 427-73" Phoenissae 1-1708. The end of this play 
is again supplemented by C. Lascaris: fol. 74'-Y Phoenissae 1709-1766. The 
text of the original part is old: cf. Orest. 1507 wpooxürrev; Phoen. 171 ris 
wOÜ«v kvpei, 487 ai0is xpovov, 488 alt. wn ré ru 577 yévow' dy v, 636 Ef 
xepas. This original text belongs to the vetustiores of the Venice class: cf. 
Orest. 1403 avnp om. a.c. (also om. HCOA) ; Orest. 1453 parep semel (also 
HCO) ; Orest. 1458 èx (also HM'COBA) ; Orest. 1477 xepoiv (also MCOA). 
In this respect, the Madrid 4677 is a very interesting witness. Occasionally, 
there are in the old part some Moschopulean interpolations: cf. Phoen. 520 
SovAevcat, 548 roð’ dmoyépew, 591 oxqrrpa, 608 y’ &, 619 roA’ aOALa. 

The supplements by C. Lascaris are Thoman: cf. Hec. 53 oriy, 88 
xacavdpay, 209 oxdrw, 394 oc om., 899 Sovvac co, 963 Opyxav, 1021 ravra, 
Orest. 35 ovSe, 42 yAavidwy 8’, 47 prius pire, 286 éwapas eis épyov, 415 pèv om., 
482 warpos 68° éoriv, 509 (avr- om.) awoxrevei a.c., 632 xweis, 920 rów, 1141 
708’, 1267 xopan re iore, Phoen. 1717 89ra om., 1717 wapBevwy (8) om.), 
1761 viv &. 

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, C 44 sup. (no. 177 in Martini- Bassi, Cata- 
logus codicum ‘graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae I pp. 187 f.). Paper, 
14*h cent., 220 X 145 mm., 106 foll., 24 lines (in the original part). Folios 
1—26 and 105-106 are later replacements of the 15t century. — Fol. 17-26" 
Hecuba 1-194 and 221-772, with Moschopulean and Thoman scholia (a 
later replacement). This is the original part: fol. 27" Hecuba 773-end; 
37" arg. to Orest. ; 38" Orestes; 72° arg. to Phoen.; 1*2Y—104* Phoenissae 
1-1650. There are occasionally in this part some scholia, mainly old ones. 
At the end, there is again a later replacement: fol. 105" Vita (end); 1057- 
106" arg. to Hec. (Triclinian). 

The text of the first replacement, Hecuba 1-194 and 221-772, is Tri- 
clinian: cf. Hec. 69 ovrooi, 73 thv, 74 pidns eiSov, 92 xai pny kai rode. Both the 
text and its Moschopulean and Thoman scholia were obviously drawn from 
a Triclinian copy. 


Google 


A SURVEY OF THE VETERES OF EURIPIDES 341 


The main original part of the ms. is old: cf. Hec. 982 uiv jpiv d a.c.? 
(uiv dl p.c.), Orest. 81 aye kai, 439 eimeiv &xeis, 786 rò karÜavev, Phoen. 171 
ris móÓev kvpei, 577 yévor’ dy vd’. The text of Phoenissae is certainly a 
recentior: Phoen. 131 $8op Aoyayóv, 1235 Oavov, 1302 orevaxray iayàv. Occa- 
sionally, there appear interpolations: cf. Orest. 47 prius pyre (Thomas). 

Milan, Bibl. Ambros., F 74 sup. (no. 345 in Martini-Bassi I pp. 398 f.). 
Paper, 144 cent., 225 X 150 mm., 1 + 91 + 11 foll., 22 lines (in the original 
part). The original part shows a South Italian writing style; the supple- 
ments of the lost parts, fol. 17-26" and 91", were likewise written in Lower 
Italy, ca. 1500 A.D., by a scribe whose handwriting resembles the script of 
the Milan B 52 sup. (cf. below, p. 367). The Ambros. F 74 sup. was bought 
in Nardò in 1606. At the beginning of the ms., this is the supplement by 
the later scribe: fol. 1" arg. to Hec.; 2Y-26* Hecuba 1—732. Then, fol. 277- 
28", supplemented by another hand of the 16:^ century, contain Hecuba 
860-912. Now, this is the main original part of the ms. (fol. 29—90) : fol. 
29r Hecuba 913—end; 37% arg. to Orest.; 38—407, 437—547, 577—74* Orestes 
1-959, 1087-1169, 1282-1600, 1682—end ; 75" arg. to Phoen. ; 76'-90v Phoe- 
nissae 1-702. At the end, fol. 91° contains Phoenissae 703—710, supple- 
mented by that later scribe. 

The text of the original part is old: cf. Hec. 982 pév ġpiv el, Orest. 81 
aye kai, 373 dAucrimov, 378 é£éAurov, 439 eisreiv Exes, 782 mpayp’, 786 rò karÜavev, 
798 pnrpos, Phoen. 30 rav uav, 171 ris robev kvpei, 487 adfis xpóvov, 488 alt. 
pyre mu, 577 yévorr’ dv id’, 608 ye oy à. And there is a feature that points to 
the tradition of the recentiores: the line Orest. 108 is followed by the verse 
Kayw yuvaxay pov obxi maphévos. 

The text of the supplement is inconsistent and strongly interpolated. 

Milan, Bibl. Ambros., F 205 inf. (no. 1020 in Martini-Bassi II p. 1089). 


| 
These are 38 bombycine folios of the 13:5 century (present size ca. 225 X 
150 mm.) with Homeric scholia in which longer passages from Andromache 
and Rhesus are quoted. These folios were once pasted to the famous Iliad 
folios with illustrations, i.e., to the present ms. Milan, Ambros. F 205 inf. 
(no. 1019 in Martini-Bassi II p. 1089). The scholia folios were then early 
in the 19t» century separated from the picture folios. The Euripidean pas- 
sages quoted in the scholia folios are these: Andromache 1-102 (on verso 
of one leaf, and on recto of another leaf formerly pasted to the illustration 
no. 23 = now no. XXVI); Rhesus 856-884 (on recto of a leaf formerly 
pasted to the illustration no. 31 = now no. XXXV). Cf. Angelus Mai, 
Iliadis fragmenta antiquissima cum picturis item scholia vetera ad Odys- 
seam (Mediolani, 1819) pp. vir, xxxiv f.; < Mai, » Homeri Iliados picturae 
antiquae ex codice Mediolanensi Bibliothecae Ambrosianae (Romae, 1835) 
p. 1; Ant. M. Ceriani et Ach. Ratti, Homeri Iliadis pictae fragmenta Am- 
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brosiana. Praefatus est Ant. M. Ceriani (Mediolani, 1905), Praefatio pp. 
20 f.; Antonius Maria Ceriani, in: lias Ambrosiana cod. F. 205 P. Inf. 
Bibliothecae Ambrosianae Mediolanensis (Fontes Ambrosiani in lucem editi 
cura et studio Bibliothecae Ambrosianae, XXVIII. Berna et Oltun Helve- 
tiae, 1953), Praefatio pp. XVIII, xxx. A collation of the Euripidean lines 
was published by Mai, lliadis fragmenta (1819) p. xxxv. Symbol D in 
Prinz-Wecklein; Ambros. in Murray. I was unable to see the scholia leaves 
in question, because during my visit to the Ambrosian library in 1953 this 
item could not be found (but it has been located recently). I list the item 
here because of its value for the attestation of the Euripidean text, although 
this is not a part of a Euripidean manuscript. 

Milan, Bibl. Ambros., L 39 sup. (no. 479 in Martini-Bassi I pp. 570 ff. ; 
Zacher, Die Handschriften und Classen der Artstophanesscholien pp. 554 ff. ; 
John Williams White, The Scholia on the Aves of Aristophanes pp. xcv ff. ; 
Schultz, Die handschriftliche Uberlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 13; 
Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 160). Paper, 14“ cent., 
22 X 15cm., 1+ 314 foll, 27 lines. The size of the ms. points to the 
Western origin of its paper; there are not any watermarks; the ms. is 
probably of ca. 1320 a.p. There is a note, seemingly by the scribe of the ms., 
on fol. 19°: & x(pior)é Boyf, rw ow SovrAw 8nusrpio rw áveuovxa + Fol. Ir Vitae 
(old and Moschopulean) ; I" arg. to Hec.; 1" Hecuba; 24" arg. to Orest.; 
25r Orestes; 54” arg. to Phoen. ; 557-81" Phoentssae. Moschopulean scholia. 
The text is basically old, but strongly interpolated. For old features, cf.: 
Hec. 756-758 omitted in the text and written in the margin, 982 pév qyir €, 
Orest. 373 dXurimov, 378 eédAurov, Phoen. 171 ris wó0ev xvpei, 577 yévow' ay 
ud’, 608 ye on w, 619 zoAAd y’ abia. There are many Moschopulean inter- 
polations: cf. Hec. 21 ároAero, 582 & om., Orest. 61 cupdopds, 439 éyes eimeiv, 
Phoen. 569 jpeiparo, 610 (xara- om.) xrave a.c. A Thoman interpolation 
appears Orest. 415 pèv om. a.c. (this is a metrical interpolation reducing 
the line to 12 syllables). A reading which we know from Triclinius is 
found Orest. 1507 xpoomrvav. The last two changes could have been made 
by the learned scribe himself. 

We have to conclude that the poetic text of this ms. is fundamentally old, 
but in many cases interpolated from Moschopulus; moreover, in a rather 
unusual way, it is combined with Moschopulean scholia. 

Milan, Bibl. Ambros., O 123 sup. (cf. above, pp. 296 ff.). 

Modena, Biblioteca Estense, y.L.11.23 (formerly Campori ms. 1473: cf. 
Raimondo Vandini, Appendice prima al catalogo dei codici e manoscritti 
posseduti dal marchese Giuseppe Campori [Modena, 1886] p. 463). Paper, 
15% cent., 191 X 139 mm., 85 foll, 18 lines. There is a note on the label 
pasted to the spine of the volume: Euripidis Tragoedie Manoscritto auto- 
grafo del Bonaventura di Urbino. On Federico Bonaventura of Urbino 
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(1555-1602), cf. (Michaud), Biographie Universelle IV (Paris) p. 687. 
The script of the ms. looks earlier; the attribution of the writing to Bona- 
ventura seems, therefore, doubtful. Former owner: Giuseppe Càmpori, 
1821-1887 (cf. Frati, Dizionario bio-bibliografico dei bibliotecari e biblio- 
fili italiani pp. 128 f.). — Fol. 1" Vita; 2r arg. to Hec.; 37-36" Hecuba ; 37 
blank; 38" arg. to Orest.; 39'-85* Orestes. The text seems to be old: cf. 
Hec. 265 mpoodaypa, Orest. 439 eimeiv exes, but there are many Byzantine 
interpolations, Especially at the beginning of Orestes, some Thoman ele- 
ments are visible, e.g.: Orest. 42 yAandav 8', 47 prius pyre. 

Moscow, Gosudarstvennyi Istoricheskii Muzel, from the former Mos- 
kovskaia Sinodal’naia Biblioteka graec. 508 (cf. Arkhimandrit Vladimir, 
Sistematicheskoe opisanie rukopisei Moskovskoi Stinodal'noi [Patriarshei] 
Biblioteki I p. 725; Christianus Frid. de Matthaei, Accurata codicum 
graecorum mss. bibliothecarum Mosquensium Sanctissimae Synodi notitia 
el recensio I [Lipsiae, 1805] p. 165; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 57; once no. 259 
Matthaei, no. 272 Savva). Paper, 15!b cent, 211 134 mm., 212 foll. 
Former owners: Dr. Giambattista Rasario of Venice (1517-1578) ; Maxi- 
mus Margunius (1544-1602) ; Mt. Athos monastery 'Igypov. The ms. was 
brought from Mt. Athos to Russia by Arsenii Sukhanov f 1668 (cf. Bielo- 
kurov, Arsenii Sukhanov I p. 369 under no. 133; Bielokurov, O bibliotekie 
moskovskikh gosudarei v XVI stoletit p. 151). — Fol. 114" Hecuba; 159r 
arg. to Orest.; 159—212" Orestes. Some scholia on both plays. The ms. 
was collated by Matthaei, and his collation was published by Beck, Euripidis 
tragoediae III (1788) pp. 1019-1046, with the symbol A. For the descrip- 
tion of the ms., I rely only on Matthaei and Vladimir. Since I was unable 
to obtain a reproduction of this ms., I am trying to analyze tentatively the 
character of its text on the basis of the Matthaei collation only. 

To judge from the evidence available in Beck, the ms. divides into two 
sections. The text of Hecuba ca. 1—785 and of Orestes ca. 1220—end is old; 
the remaining text in the middle of the ms., Hecuba ca. 786-end and 
Orestes ca. 1-1219, 1s Moschopulean. 

The text of the old sections of Moscow 508 agrees in many characteristic 
peculiarities with the text of Vatic. 1135 (R) and with the triad text of 
Copenhagen 417 (cf. above, pp. 95, 331), and with other kindred recentiores: 
cf. Hec. 351 érpadnv R, Copenhagen 417, Moscow 508* (érpadew Mosc. 5083) ; 
Hec. 353 80pov 0" RSa, Mosc. 508: 8ópov 7’ Cop. 417, 5óuoy Reims 1306; 
Hec. 418 neice 3 civ R, éxeice 8 civ Mosc. 508, éxeiae 5° êv Cop. 417; Hec. 603 
éferofevoe RP, Cop. 417, Mosc. 508; Orest. 1398 yaiay RS, Munich 560, 
Cop. 417, Mose. 508; Orest. 1512 ŝoiyeraı S, Munich 560, Cop. 417, Mosc. 
508 (swero Munich 560%) ; Orest. 1573 aéAas èmıxeipevov S, Munich 560, 
Cop. 417, Mosc. 508. 

The mere agreement of the old sections of Moscow 508 with R and other 
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related recentiores suffices to prove the old character of those sections. 
Moreover, I can quote such old readings of Moscow 508, e.g.: Hec. 265 
vpocQaypa, 274 wapeados, Orest. 1507 xpooxixrwy, 1622 ov xi. 

For the Moschopulean sections of the ms., cf.: Hec. 923 S€ rou, 959 ws av 
dyvwoia, 1175 rapdccov, 1266 & om., Orest, 327 xaxov póxÂðwv, 403 rorepov, 
74" rovró y', 779 poàóvra, 963 éAaxyev (å om.), 983 uécov xai yPorves, 985 
varpi yépovrt, 1024 o’ om., 1039 éyw, 1135 ázéxrew', 1180 y’ om. 

There is & ms. closely related to the Moscow 508 and most probably a 
gemellus of it: Palat. gr. 319 (cf. below, pp. 355 ff.). The Palat. 319 reveals 
in its preserved portions the same alternation of old and Moschopulean 
traditions in the text character of the corresponding sections. It seems that 
the old sections of Moscow 508 and Palat. 319 deserve some attention 
because of their kinship to the important ms. R and to Copenhagen 417; 
also the Paris 2810 (cf. below, p. 353) carries a similar old tradition. 

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 560 (cf. Hardt, Catalogus 
codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae V 
[1812] pp. 418 ff.; once Augsburg, subsellio octavo no. 2 in Reiser, Indez 
manuscriptorum bibliothecae Augustanae pp. 35 f.; cf. Dindorf, Schol. Eur. 
I pp. x1-x111), Paper (bombycine), 14% cent., 192 X 135 mm., 136 foll. 
(only folios 1-6 and 135-136 are of Western paper). Written by several 
hands. — Fol. 7" Hecuba (1279-end) ; 7Y Orestes 1-3; 8° arg. to Orest.; 

v—56" Orestes (1-54, 107—end) ; 56" arg. to Phoen.; 58%-101" Phoentssae 
(1-1742). Old scholia. Symbol Augustanus d. in Hermann (cf. Hermann, 
Euripidis tragoediae I 1 p. x). Symbol C in Dindorf, Scholia (not to be 
confused with our symbol C = Turin B.IV.13). Glosses on Orest. and 
Phoen. from the Munich 560 were published separately by Dindorf, Schol. 
Eur. II pp. 348-350, III pp. 410-415. Dindorf thought that the original 
ms. begins with fol. 80" and that the preceding folios are a remaining part 
(after Hec. 1-1278 was lost) of a supplement destined to replace that lost 
beginning of the ms. In view of the uniform and consistent character of 
the poetic text and scholia throughout the present volume, I assume that 
the present Munich 560 is the remaining part of the original ms. which 
was written by different copyists. Both the text and the scholia are old. 
For the text, cf.: Orest. 373 dAurémov, 378 éAurov, 439 eürev Exes, 782 
mpàyp', 798 pytpos, 1507 mpoorimrwv, 1622 otxi, 1684 ds, Phoen. 171 ris 
TOÜev kvpei, 577 yévovr' av vd’, 608 ye ox & The Munich 560 belongs to the 
recentiores: cf. Orest. (after 108) xdyo yuvay ddpov obyi zapÜcvos (otros 
ô atix(os) dAAorp(tos) gl. s.l.) — and it appears that the Munich 560 is 
especially related to the mss. R (Vatic. 1135), S (Salamanca 31), and 
Reims 1306: cf. Orest. 385 8épkoua. Munich 560, RS, Reims 1306 (8é8opxa 
RS, Reims 13067) ; Orest. 486 óuó0erov Munich 560, RS (ép06ev Sv»). 

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.38 (no. 195 in Cyrillus, Codices graeci 


Google 


A SURVEY OF THE VETERES OF EURIPIDES 345 


mss. Regiae Bibliothecae Borbonicae II p. 184). Paper, late 15'^ cent., 
219 X 145 mm., 162 foll, 14 lines. — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 44" arg. to Orest.; 
471—105" Orestes; 106° arg. to Phoen.; 106—162" Phoenissae. Very few 
marginal comments excerpted mostly from Byzantine scholia. The ms. in 
Hecuba and Orestes is originally old, but hopelessly interpolated, mainly 
with Moschopulean readings; in Phoenissae, it is simply Moschopulean. 


In Hecuba and Orestes, for old features, cf.: Hec. 265 mpóo daypa, Orest. 
373 dáXucrémov, 378 é&eAurov, 782 mpayp’, 786 rò kaÜlav&v. For Moschopulean 
interpolations in this section, cf.: Hec. 56 SovAaov, Orest. 61 avpdopas, 228 
cuas, 439 exes cireiv, 447 mpós, 535 abrov. For Thoman interpolations, cf.: 
Hec. 53 orn, 899 Sovvaf[vac] cot, 963 Opyxwv, 1184 péudn, Orest. 415 
piv om. 

For the Moschopulean character of Phoentssae, cf.: Phoen. 47 xpéwv, 79 
eis, 84 miAas, 313 kópa, 459 prius r om., 560 occa; vow, 569 7ue'yaro, 
607 7AGes kai yàp, 608 y’ à, 610 (xara- om.) xravo, 615 Sé ye por, 635 OnBatwv. 
But the ms. is so inconsistent in this section that old readings appear 
sporadically, e.g.: Phoen. 171 tis wo0ev xvpei. 


There are three manuscripts: Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindobon. 17, and 
Vatic, Ottoboni 339, linked together by some elements derived from the 
same sources. The triad of R (Vatic. 1135) is transcribed in the Naples 
II.F.41 and in the Naples Vindob. 17; the scholia of R on Hecuba are 
transcribed in the Ottoboni 339. 'The Andromache in text and scholia in 
the Naples II.F.41 and in the Naples Vindob. 17, and the scholia on 
Andromache in the Ottoboni 339, are copied from the same source. The 
Hippolytus text in the Naples Vindob. 17 and & major part of the Hippo- 
lytus text in the Naples II.F.41 are derived from the same source. The 
Naples II.F.41 and the Naples Vindob. 17, written ca. 1500 A.D., are 
strikingly South Italian in their respective script styles. Most probably 
the Euripides part of the Ottoboni 339 was likewise written in South Italy 
at a somewhat later date. Obviously these three manuscripts were written 
in the place where R (Vatic. 1135), & palimpsest of South Italian origin, 
was kept since it had been written ca. 1300 a.D. Both Naples manuscripts 
are analyzed below; the Ottoboni is analyzed below, pp. 347, 355. 


Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, II.F.41 (no. 198 in Cyrillus II pp. 186 ff. ; cf. 
Schwartz, Schol. Eur. II p. 111; Murray, Euripidis Fabulae I p. [xv]). 
Paper, early 16*^ cent. (later than February, 1504 modern style, the date 
of the Aldine edition which was partially used in this ms.), 210 X 155 mm., 
249 foll. The main scribe shows a script style similar to that of mss. like 
Milan B 52 sup. (cf. below, p. 367), Milan F 74 sup., fol. 17-26" and 91° 
(cf. above, p. 341), or the Sophocles ms. Paris Supplément grec 109 (cf. 
Turyn, Studies in Sophocles pp. 104, 114). — Fol. 24° epigrams on Eu- 
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ripides; 24" a scholium on the Trojan war; 25° Vita (Triclinian) ; 26" arg. 
to Hec. (Triclinian) ; 2?*—65r Hecuba; 66" arg. to Orest. ; 677-1077 Orestes; 
110° arg. to Androm.; 111'-143" Andromache; 144° arg. to Hippol. ; 144- 
182v Hippolytus; 1847-205' scholia on Hippolytus; 206 arg. to Phoen.; 
207*—249r Phoenissae, written by a different hand (2467-2497 = Phoen. 
1640-1766 are supplemented by a later hand). Some marginal notes and 
scholia on Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae. Marginal scholia on Andromache. 
The ms. was collated by Schwartz for the scholia on Andromache and on 
Hippolytus, with the symbol N. Some readings from the argument to 
Hippolytus were quoted by Murray, with the symbol Nap. 


The argument to Hec. is copied from the Aldine edition, with which this 
portion of the ms. agrees unmistakably (except for minor errors made in 
the course of copying): cf. arg. Hec. p. 202.11 Dindorf éAriow ZT*: om. 
Aldus (also Erasmus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter ed. 1571), and Naples 
II.F.41; p. 202.19 Dind. wAacapévov ZT*: &asxAaccapévov Aldus (also Eras- 
mus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter), 8arAaccayuévov Naples II.F.41. 


The text of Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae was basically taken from R 
(Vatic. 1135), as shown by many concurrent readings of R and Naples 
II.F.41: e.g., cf. Hec. 23 Ocorpyrw, 306 ai om., 328 rois om., 365 6t om., 
485 åv om., 611 rois om., 815 xai om., Phoen. 613 poAóv yàp eis, 722 aAAas 
68ovs, 735 9' om., 831 (per- om.) dpetBoueva (also L?). However, there are 
very many departures from R, especially in the Phoenissae. It seems that 
the scribe of the Naples II.F.41 compared his source with other sources, 
possibly with the Aldine edition, and in this way modified his text in many 
cases. 


The text of the Andromache is related to the B tradition: e.g., cf. 
Androm. 5 xpóv, MAVLP, Pap. Ozyrh. 449: om. B! and Naples II.F.41; 
Androm. 478 vavridovs MVLPP, vauridAous A, vavriAe L^*: vavriàos B and 
Naples II.F.41; Androm. 750 & MAVLP: om. B! and Naples II.F.41 (this 
seems to be a metrical omission for the sake of a dodecasyllable; such a 
metrical interpolation may sometimes occur coincidentally) ; Androm. 771 
evyevérais MAVLP: epyéras B and Naples II.F.41; Androm. 884 róxos 
MAVLP: yóvos B and Naples II.F.41; Androm. 991 (here, the mss. DO 
represent the lost text of B: cf. above, pp. 334, 337) 4 vpéaflvs otkovs œ DO, 
Ñ Tpéa vs p’ otkovs Naples II.F.41, » mpeoßv[ Pap. Oryrh. 2335: (1) xpéoBus 
om.) otxovs p MV!ALP!. There is an interesting case in which the Naples 
II.F.41 avoids a flaw of the MB tradition: Androm. 1075 versum om. MDO: 
habent HAVLP and Naples II.F.41. It is to be stressed that the Naples 
ms. is free from many errors of B: e.g., cf. Androm. 41 áró ondptys MAVLP 
and Naples II.F.41, aro orjaprys Pap. Ozyrh. 449: áró xdrpas B; Androm. 
195 édXev0cépay MAVLP and Naples II.F.41: éXe(epoy. B; Androm. 425 
xepas AVLP and Naples II.F.41, xeípas M: &pas B. 
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There are in the Andromache text of the Naples II.F.41 some readings 
that coincide with peculiar readings of P (Palat. 287): e.g., cf. Androm. 
232 mapícrara. P and Naples II.F.41; Androm. 276 yóvos P and Naples 
II.F.41; Androm. 307 obror'] oix àv P and Naples II.F.41; Androm. 969 
Sous e0' bréoxc0' P and Naples IL.F.41. The Naples Vindob. 17, which is 
in Andromache a gemellus of the Naples II.F.41, naturally shares in these 
readings. Thus it seems that the common source of these two Naples mss. 
was influenced by a P-like text, perhaps by P itself. To be sure, many 
readings of P — including those just quoted — appeared in the Aldine edi- 
tion so that the influence of P readings on the common source of the two 
Naples mss. could be attributed to the Aldine edition. If this had been so, 
then the Naples Vindob. 17 would have had to be written after the publica- 
tion of the Aldine edition, at least a little later; the Naples II.F.41 was 
certainly posterior to the Aldine edition. However, there is no basis to 
press cogently the assumption of such a process. 


The marginal scholia on Andromache in the Naples II.F.41 are related 
to the B tradition in the same way as the poetic text. This is the proof. 
The scholia on Andromache in Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17, and 
Ottoboni 339 derive from a common source: cf. schol. Androm. 1 (II p. 
247.16 Schwartz) óAoyov $(Axv yyaye Naples II.F.41, dAoyov piny Ñyayev 
Naples Vindob. 17, Ottob. 339; schol. Androm. 107 (p. 259.8) &í$pov re] 
85uóv re Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17, Ottob. 339. Schwartz II p. 1v 
erroneously thought that Naples II.F.41 and Ottoboni 339 were derived 
from a common source which was a gemellus of M (Venice 471). In fact, 
that common source in the Andromache was manifestly related to the B 
tradition: cf. schol. Androm. 296 (p. 275.23) pavruny MV: om. B, Naples 
Vindob. 17, Ottob. 339; schol. Androm. 378 (p. 281.6) Aéye M: xai Aéy« 
B, Naples II.F.41, Ottob. 339; schol. Androm. 587 (p. 290.12) or M: om. 
B, Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17, Ottob. 339. The scholia on An- 
dromache in Naples II.F.41 and Ottob. 339 are, however, better and more 
abundant than those in B itself. 


In the poetic text of Hippolytus 1-1077 (fol. 144Y-173"), the Naples 
II.F.41 is affiliated with the V tradition: e.g., cf. Hippol. 233 viv 85 piv 
MBALP, Photius s.v. vvvój (I p. 451 Naber), Suda N 603 (III p. 488.18 
Adler) : vov uiv 8) V and Naples IL.F.41; Hippol. 337 & rAnpov olov prep 
HMBALP, Berlin P.5005: & rep olov TAguov V and (— rAsu&ov) m.pr. 
Naples II.F.41; Hippol. 354 prius oùs HMBALP, Berlin P.5005: ovxér’ 
and Naples II.F.41; Hippol. 560 ávaAe0:5coua«. AL, adv dAwfycoya. HMBP, 
avaAeOncop[a.] Berlin P.5005: (dv- om.) dAwbycopar V and Naples II.F.41; 
Hippol. 659/660 x6oyàs | @noets MBALP : 05ocis | xX0ovós V and m.pr. Naples 
II.F.41; Hippol. 1072 róre MBALP: rore 5) V and Naples II.F.41; Hippol. 
1077 uyye« MBALP: Sexwe V! and Naples II.F.41. By the same token, 
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in this section, the Naples II.F.41 sometimes agrees with VLP, when the 
ms. V agrees with LP: e.g., cf. Hippol. 885 ebvjs ras ¿pns MBA: rm dum 
«vjs VLP and Naples II.F.41. 

In the poetic text of Hippolytus 1078-end (fol. 1717-182Y), the Naples 
II.F.41 copied a printed text, most probably the Aldine edition (in the same 
way as in the argument to Hecuba) : cf. Hippol. 1127 & 8pvpos MBAVLP, 
Lascaris: (4 om.) 8pvpós 7’ Aldus (also Hervagius, Brubach, Canter) and 
Naples II.F.41; Hippol. 1167 rob HMBAVLP: om. Lascaris, Aldus (also 
Hervagius, Brubach, Canter) and Naples II.F.41 (beginning with Lascaris, 
this was a metrical interpolation for the sake of a dodecasyllable) ; Hippol. 
1197 xawSavpias BALP, xdri Savpias V, k'ari Savpiav O: kàmibavpias Lascaris: 
Kami Savpias Aldus, Hervagius!, and Naples II.F.41: x«qQzbavpías Hervagius?, 
Brubach, Canter; Hippol. 1235 éxndwev OBAVLP, Lascaris: érerjóov Aldus 
(also Hervagius, Brubach, Canter) and Naples II.F.41. 

The continuous scholia on Htppolytus, written in the Naples II.F.41 in 
8 separate section, seem to be related to the B tradition: cf. schol. Hippol. 
1 (II p. 3.5 Schwartz) sapaAaufavovca MV: ároAaufjdvovca B and Naples 
II.F.41; schol. Hippol. 35 p. 10.14 ew0ev MV: éxros B and Naples II.F.41. 
The scattered marginal scholia on Hippolytus seem to agree with those in 
the continuous section. In view of the V-like character of the poetic text 
of Hippolylus, it can be assumed that those B-like scholia were drawn from 
a different source; that source was related to the scholia on the beginning 
of Hippolytus in D (Laur. 31, 15: cf. above, p. 337). 

A part of the Andromache from the Naples II.F.41, both in text and in 
scholia, was used in the Paris 2818 (cf. below, p. 370). The Naples II.F.41 
has considerable value for the scholia on Andromache and Hippolytus and 
some value for the poetic text of Andromache, in which it supports the 
evidence of the B tradition. For a part of the Hippolytus text, it parallels 
the evidence of the Vatican tradition, although the Naples Vindob. 17 gives 
the same evidence for the entire play, perhaps in a more reliable way (cf. 
below). 

Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, cod. Vindobonense greco 17 (formerly in Vienna, 
Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, Supplem. graec. 19: cf. Emidio Martini, 
“ Sui codici napoletani restituiti dall’ Austria,” Società Reale di Napoli. 
Atti della Reale Accademia di Archeologia Lettere e Belle Arti N.S. vol. IX 
[1926] p. 168 under no. 17). Professor Aubrey Diller called my attention 
to the existence of this ms. Paper, ca. 1500 4.n., 313 X 213 mm., 263 foll. 
Written in Lower Italy by the same hand that wrote the Sophocles ms. 
Vatic. gr. 2291 (cf. Turyn, Studies tn Sophocles pp. 103, 110, plate VI). 
Former owners: Aulo Giano Parrasio (Ianus Parrhasius), Antonio Seri- 
pando (1476-1531), according to the ownership entry on fol. 263": Antonij 
Seripandi ex Iani Parrhasij testamento; Cardinal Girolamo Seripando 
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(1493-1563) ; Augustinian monastery San Giovanni a Carbonara in Naples 
(cf. Wilhelm Weinberger, “ Beiträge zur Handschriftenkunde II," Stlzungs- 
berichte der philosophisch-historischen Klasse der Kaiserlichen Akademie 
der Wissenschaften Band 161 [Wien, 1909], Abhandlung II p. 39 note 1; 
Frati, Dizionario bio-bibliografico dei bibliotecari e bibliofili italiani pp. 
438 f., 516; Gina Algranati, Vita di Fra Geronimo Seripando [Napoli- 
Genova-Firenze-Citta di Castello, (1923»] pp. 8f., 35-37). The ms. was 
in Vienna from 1718 to 1919. In 1919, it was returned to Italy and subse- 
quently entered the Biblioteca Nazionale in Naples. — Fol. 1" arg. to Hec.; 
1” Hecuba; 39° arg. to Orest. ; 39% Orestes; 84” arg. to Phoen.; 85" Phoe- 
nissae; 139° arg. to Hippol.; 139% Hippolytus; 184" arg. to Med.; 184" 
Medea; 228' arg. to Androm.; 229—263" Andromache. Old scholia on 
Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae, Hippolytus (2-276), Medea, Andromache 
(1-777). 

Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae in this ms. were transcribed directly from 
the ms. R (Vatic. 1135: cf. above, pp. 94 ff.). This is proved by such 
agreements of R and Naples Vindob. 17: e.g., cf. Hec. 23 0eorusre, 306 
ai OM., 328 rovs om., 343 r'oturaAw, Orest. 63 drav, 848 Baveiv Ñ Env, Phoen. 
51 rgs (-8« om.), 84 $aivàs, 413 rjv om., 600 Óavev] def, 1711 ropripar] 
mouripavoy aipav R, topripavov atpay Vindob. 17. There are, however, in the 
Vindob. 17 some departures from R, for the scribe of the Vindob. 17 
probably compared another source. The scholia on Hecuba and Orestes are 
likewise transcribed from R; the old scholia on Phoenissae were drawn 
from some other source (there are now in R only sparse marginal scholia 
on Phoenissae, but there is not any continuous section of scholia on Phoen. 
in R in the same way as on Hec. and Orest.). 

The text of Hippolytus (throughout the play) in the Naples Vindob. 17 
is affiliated with the Vatican tradition: e.g., cf. Hippol. 233 viv uiv & V 
and Vindob. 17; Hippol. 337 & uzrep olov rAxov V, (— tAjpov’) Vindob. 17; 
Hippol. 354 prius oóx«] oó«ér' V and Vindob. 17; Hippol. 506 (àv- om.) 
dkwOjoouac V and Vindob. 17; Hippol. 659/660 65ocvs | x8ovós V and Vindob. 
17; Hippol. 1072 róre 95; V and Vindob. 17; Hippol. 1077 Seawe V! and 
Vindob. 17; Hippol. 1106 Aefe(ao)ev MBALP: BAérov V! and Vindob. 17. 
Naturally, the Vindob. 17 often agrees with VLP in cases in which V 
happens to agree with LP: e.g., cf. Hippol. 885 ris éujs ebvis VL'P and 
Vindob. 17 ; Hippol. 1358 árpépas Sudes OLt, árpépa Sudes BA: duwes árpépas 
V'L'P and Vindob. 17. The scholia on Hippolytus in the Vindob. 17 seem 
likewise to follow the Vatican tradition: cf. schol. Hippol. 245 (II p. 36.7 
Schwartz) Aeyóueva V and Vindob. 17; schol. JJ ippol. 248 (p. 36.18) xaxla V 
and Vindob. 17; schol. Hippol. 307 (p.42.92) elpwvevoueyv V and Vindob. 17. 

The text of Hippolytus in the Vindob. 17 seems to derive from a common 
source of Naples Vindob. 17 and Naples II.F.41. While the Naples II.F.41 
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follows that common source in the poetic text for Hippolytus 1-1077 only 
and shifts for the rest of the play to the Aldus edition, the Naples Vindob. 
17 is consistent and carries the V-like tradition of that source throughout 
the entire text of Hippolytus. The close kinship of the two mss. in this 
play is proved by their agreement in characteristic readings and by some 
common errors, e.g.: Hippol. 688 8 pe (855 om.) Naples II.F.41 and 
Vindob. 17; Hippol. 854 kxarax0cévra Naples II.F.41 and Vindob. 17 (-xv6évra 
Naples II.F.41?^). In Hippolytus, the Vatic. Palat. 343 (cf. below, p. 357) 
shows a text closely related to both Naples manuscripts. However, there 
are cases in which Naples II.F.41 differs from a concurrent reading of 
Vindob. 17 and Palat. 343. This proves that the Naples II.F.41 occasionally 
departed from the common source of these three manuscripts. Consequently, 
in Hippolytus, we have to consider the Vindob. 17 a more reliable witness 
of the tradition in question. 

The Medea in the Vindob. 17, in text and scholia, is a direct apograph 
of B (Paris 2713) : cf. Med. 937 eiva Svapevys B and Vindob. 17; Med. 1038 
re B and Vindob. 17; Med. 1121 versum om. B! and Vindob. 17; Med. 1139 
jv (moàùs om.) Aeyos B and Vindob. 17. The scribe made occasional modi- 
fications in the text and the scholia of this play. The arguments to Medea 
in the Vindob. 17 seem to have been copied from D (Laur. 31, 15). 

The text of the Andromache in the Naples Vindob. 17 is & gemellus of 
the Andromache in the Naples II.F.41. Both mss. agree most strikingly 
in many common characteristic readings and errors; cf., e.g., Androm. 9 
éreisov Naples II.F.41 and Vindob. 17; Androm. 112 xoviow Naples II.F.41 
and Vindob. 17; Androm. 178 čv om. Naples II.F.41 and Vindob. 17. The 
scholia on Andromache in the Vindob. 17 agree with those of the Naples 
II.F.41 and of the Ottob. 339 (cf. above, p. 347). Accordingly, we find in 
the Vindob. 17 an Andromache text of the same character as in the Naples 
II.F.41 (cf. above, pp. 346 f.). For completeness of reference, I quote below 
explicit evidence with regard to the Vindob. 17. 

The text of the Andromache in the Vindob. 17 is related to the B tradi- 
tion, though it is not derived (directly or indirectly) from the ms. B itself. 
The B-like character of the Andromache text is shown by such readings 
of the Vindob. 17: e.g., cf. Androm. 5 xpóve om., 478 vavuriros, 750 eò om., 
771 ebepyérats, 884 yóvos, 991 5 mpéoßvs p’ oixovs. (cf. above, p. 334). It is 
free from several errors of B and has correct readings (in opposition to 
errors of B) in such cases, e.g.: Androm. 41 awd omdprys, 195 éAevÜcpav, 425 
xépas. The scholia of the Vindob. 17 on the Andromache are basically 
affiliated with the B tradition (cf. above, p. 347) ; as far as they extend, they 
offer a better and more complete wording than the scholia of B. 'There are 
in the poetic text of the Andromache in the Vindob. 17 some readings that 
coincide with readings of P, e.g.: Androm. 232 xapiocrara, 276 yovos, 307 
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obror'] ox av, 969 Bors el’ vréox«0. For an explanation of this situation, 
which affects in the same way the Andromache text in the Naples II.F.41, 
cf. above, p. 347. 

The Hippolytus of the Vindob. 17, both in text and scholia, deserves some 
attention as a witness of the Vatican recension. The Andromache text of 
the Vindob. 17 and of the Naples II.F.41 is an interesting witness of the 
B-like tradition and should be given consideration in future editions. Its 
alien infiltrations from P can easily be detected and eliminated. 

Oxford, Bodleian Library, Auct.T.4.10 (Misc. gr. 248 in Coxe, Catalogus 
codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Bodleianae I cols. 803 f.; no. 20523 
in Falconer Madan, A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the 
Bodleian Library at Oxford IV [1897] p. 423). Paper, 15t and 16'^ cent., 
217 X 148 mm., 140 foll. Provenience: collection of Giovanni Saibante in 
Verona (cf. Frati, Dizionario bio-bibliografico dev bibliotecari e bibliofili 
italiani pp. 508 f.). Acquired by the Bodleian Library in 1820. The ms. 
is written by two hands. One hand of the 16t century wrote folios 1-27 
and 131-140. Another hand of one Ioannes wrote folios 28-130 and sub- 
scribed them on fol. 130%: reAcwOynv tò wapov BiBAtov 6 ebpuriÓgs, Sua xeipós 
énov rà ramewov. io(d)vvov* xarà pūva paiov rj [j^ tov abrov* juépa ŞT: 
óp(q) v" THs "uépas: — Cera GY 2y9 pl: iv(8umriov)os* a71* : — + There 
is an error in the year figure; the correct date must have been caus = 6946 
A.M. = 1438 A.D., for this year fits the first indiction and the day of the 
week as indicated (Friday, May 2). These are the contents of the ms. in 
its respective sections. 'The first part, fol. 1-27, contains: fol. 1" arg. to 
Hippol.;1*-27* Hippolytus, with old scholia. Thereupon follows the section 
written in 1438 a.p. (fol. 28-130): fol. 28" Hecuba; 73° arg. to Orest.; 
74*—130Y Orestes. Both plays are accompanied by scholia, mostly old, by 
the first hand, though there are also some other comments and scholia 
added from another source by a later hand. At the end, fol. 131-140 are 
again written by the hand of the 16th century: fol. 131° arg. to Phoen.; 
133%-140" Phoenissae (1-425), with scholia from different sources. 

In the Hippolytus section, the text is related to the Vatican tradition: 
cf. Hippol. 337 à parep olov rAjpov V, & n (37) «p olov rAjpov’ Oxford; Hippol. 
354 ovxér’ dvacxera V and Oxford. I surmise that this Hippolytus section 
of the Oxford ms. is related to the Hippolytus text of the mss. Naples 
II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17, Palat. 343 (cf. above, pp. 347, 349; below, p. 
357). These mss. agree with the Oxford ms. in both cases. Moreover, the 
reading Hippol. 337 is exactly the same in these three mss. as in the Oxford 
ms. (— rAnjpov’). 

In the triad, the text of Hecuba and Orestes is old: cf. Hec. 982 pév 
qpiv el, Orest. 81 à re xai, 786 ro xarOaveiv, but there are many Byzantine 
interpolations: cf. Hec. 56 8ovA«ov (Moschop.), 209 oxorw m.pr. (Thomas), 
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265 mpooddypara (Moschop.), Orest. 439 éyas (-s e corr.) eiwety (Moschop.). 
The text of Phoenissae in the later section shows Moschopulean influence: 
cf. Phoen. 84 widas, 171 ris móĝev (xvpet om.), 253 ofcerar, 277 Bopovs, 303 
wou Bao, 416 uarevov. 

Paris, Dibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 107 B (cf. Omont, 
Inventaire sommaire I [1886] p. 14; Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae et 
fragmenta IX [1829] pp. 256 ff., plates I-IV with transcript facsimiles; 
Fridericus Blass, Dissertatio de Phaethontis Eurtpideae fragmentis Claro- 
montanis. Accedit. tabula photolithographica [Progr. Kiliae, 1885]; Her- 
mannus Volmer, De Euripidis Fabula quae 9ae0ov inscribitur restituenda 
[Diss. Monasterii Guestfalorum, 1930]). Two palimpsest parchment leaves 
(scriptura inferior), 5'^ cent., uncial script, size 240 X 202 mm. for each 
leaf. Facsimile specimen in Blass, op. cit. These two leaves were formerly 
folios 162 and 163 in the ms. Paris, Ancien fonds grec 107, the famous 
Codex Claromontanus of the Pauline Epistles, in which they were once 
added as a replacement of folios lost (cf. Constantinus Tischendorf, Codex 
Claromontanus sive Epistulae Pauli omnes graece et latine ex codice 
Parisiensi celeberrimo nomine Claromontant plerumque dicto  [ Lipsiae, 
1852] pp. 1x, xxxivf.; Caspar René Gregory, Einleitung in das Neue 
Testament [Leipzig, 1909] pp. 456, 469 f.; Hermann Freiherr von Soden, 
Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments I 1? [Gottingen, 1911] p. 243; The 
Palaeographical Society vol. I plates 63 and 64; Omont, Fac-similés des 
plus anciens manuscrits grecs en onciale et en minuscule de la Bibliotheque 
Nationale du IV* au XII* siècle, Notice des planches pp. 6f., plate 5; 
Henr. Jos. Vogels, Codicum Novi Testamenti Specimina [Bonnae, 1929] 
plates 20/21). About 1885, the Euripides folios were detached from the 
Pauline codex and are now kept under a separate call number Ancien fonds 
grec 107 B. The name coder Claromontanus of the Pauline ms., quoted 
since the early 19*® century also in connection with the Euripides leaves, 
derives from Clermont-en-Beauvaisis (now Clermont, Oise) where it was 
found, according to Theodorus Beza who acquired it in the second half of 
the 16'5 century. 

The two palimpsest folios contain fragments of Euripides’ Phaethon (cf. 
Eur. frg. 773 in Nauck, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta? pp. 602 ff. ; 
cf. Pap. Berlin P.9771 in Berliner Klassikerterte V 2 pp. 79 ff.; H. v. 
Arnim, Supplementum Euripideum [Kleine Texte für Vorlesungen und 
Übungen herausgegeben von Hans Lietzmann, 112. Bonn, 1913] pp. 68 ff.). 
I list here this item for completeness of reference, since the leaves in ques- 
tion are remnants of a very early medieval uncial parchment codex of 
Euripides, one that contained plays even outside the “ selection.” We should 
compare in this connection the remnants of an uncial parchment codex of 
Hippolytus in Berlin, Staatliche Museen, P.5005 (cf. above, p. 329). Cf. 
above, p. 309 note 298. 
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Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 1087 (cf. Omont I pp. 217 f.). 
Paper, ca. 1300 A.D., 222 X 144 mm., 178 foll. Written by several hands; 
most parts, including the Euripidean portion, show the appearance of South 
Italian script (cf. above, p. 94 note 153). Once owned by Antonius Eparchus 
(fol. AY facing 1'): Kriya dvrwviov rov émápxov, 9o0ty re xparaw acu 
«eA ry :— (cf. H. Omont, “ Catalogue des manuscrits grecs d'Antoine Eparque 
(1538)," Bibliothéque de l'École des Chartes 53 [1892] p. 107; Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 35). — Fol. 49r arg. to Orest. ; 49*—50r 
Orestes 1-31, with old scholia. 

A = Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2712. Cf. above, pp. 89 f. 

B — Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2713. Cf. above, pp. 87 ff. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2801 (cf. above, p. 142). The poetic 
text of Hecuba in this ms. is old. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2809 (cf. above, pp. 145 f.). The text 
of Orestes in this ms. is old, but heavily and inconsistently interpolated. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2810 (cf. Omont III p. 43). Paper, 
end of the 15 cent. and early 161^ cent., 20 X 14 cm., VIII + 122 + xvi foll. 
Composite volume, written by several hands; the Euripidean part fol. 17-99v 
is written by two hands of the late 15*® century. The section fol. 101'-110v 
(Herodian), written by a different hand, carries a subscription in Latin 
on fol. 110v, dated Venice, 1509. There is an entry on fol. 100% (not in 
the handwriting of Musurus) : èx rs pougovpou Swpeas, M,D.XII XV Nouemb. 
Perhaps Marcus Musurus presented this volume (or a part of it) to Ianus 
Lascaris, for this volume later belonged to Cardinal Niccolò Ridolfi. A 
preliminary folio carries an index of contents written by Matthaeus Devaris 
(cf. above, p. 88) and a Ridolfi number N° XVIII duodecime (cf. Mont- 
faucon, Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770, under 
Libri Poetici Graeci no. 18). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 47" arg. to Orest. ; 487-99" 
Orestes. Old scholia on both plays, with some extraneous comments added 
occasionally. This ms., which carries in general the “old ” tradition, is an 
interesting and typical recentior, especially related to the mss. R (Vatic. 
1135) and Copenhagen 417, and also to the mss. S (Salamanca 31) and 
Munich 560. I quote a few characteristic agreements to this effect (it is to 
be borne in mind that the Munich 560 does not now exhibit the Hecuba) : 
cf. Hec. 343 r’oturadw R, rotyraAw Paris 2810; Hec. 418 «eoe 8 civ R and 
Paris 2810, éxeioe & év Copenhagen 417; Hec. 611 rois om. R and Paris 
2810; Hec. 169 réxvov] waidwy R and Paris 2810; Hec. 965 éAxovn R, m.pr. 
Copenhagen 417, Paris 2810 (a£povr. R??, m.post. Copenhagen 417, Paris 
2810»^) ; Orest. 10-9 these lines are transposed in S, Munich 560, Copen- 
hagen 417, Paris 2810; Orest. 421 8€ xpovov RS, Reims 1306, Munich 560, 
Copenhagen 417, Paris 2810. 

Paris, Bibliothèque Sainte-Geneviève, 3400 (once A.o.36 in 4°: cf. Ch. 
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Kohler, Catalogue des manuscrits de la Bibliothèque Sainte-Geneviève II 
[ Paris, 1896] pp. 677 f.; Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs 
de la Bibliotheque Nationale III p. 353 under Paris no. 46; J. P. Rossignol, 
Journal des Savans 1832, pp. 240-249; Schwartz, Schol. Eur. I p. x1). 
Paper, later part of the 11'^ cent., 21 X 15cm., 123 foll. — Fol. 1" Vita; 
4' Hecuba; 55* arg. to Orest. ; 56°-122' Orestes; 122*-123Y arg. to Phoen. 
Some folios are later replacements made about 1500 s.p.: fol. 1% (beginning 
of the Vita), 6-7, 15-19, 52 (Hecuba 37-103, 293-413, 1226-1244). The 
original ms. was written by two copyists. There are a few peculiar scholia 
on the beginning of Hecuba; some old scholia on the beginning of Orestes. 
The original text of the ms. is old: cf. Hec. 265 spóad$ayua, 274 mapeados, 
982 pév juiv (el add. p.c.), Orest. 81 dre xai, 373 dAurvmov, 378 eedAcror, 
439 eireiv xes, 1507 wpoomirrov, 1622 ovyi. This text shows its basic deriva- 
tion from the Venice tradition: e.g., cf. Orest. 329 ô *boiios om. (also om. 
HMCA), Orest. 1453 parep semel (also HCO), Orest. 1477 yepoiv (also 
MCOA). But it departed considerably from that tradition and adopted 
several readings of the recentiores: e.g., cf. Orest. 757 xpa] mpaypa (also 
RS, Reims 1306), Orest. 760 $povpiois pvàaooópeða (also Reims 1306, -ofa 
RS, Munich 560); after Orest. 108, the line xdyà -yvvauxey ddpov oiyi 
wapÜévos was added to the right of the line 108. The supplemented folios 
are Moschopulean: cf. Hec. 320 oejuxpóv, 368 àt. The Vita of this ms. is 
collated in Schwartz, with the symbol G. 

Reims, Bibliothéque de la ville, 1306 (once J.733/732; cf. Catalogue 
général des manuscrits des bibliothèques publiques de France. Départe- 
ments — Tome 39: Reims. par Henri Loriquet. II 1 [Paris, 1904] p. 463; 
Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque Na- 
tionale III p. 378 under Départements no. 85; H. Omont, Catalogue des 
manuscrits grecs des départements [ Paris, 1886] p. 58 under no. 79). Paper 
(bombycine), early 14'^ cent. for the original part, 255 X 190 mm.; A, B, 
1-45, 1-x11 foll. The folios 1 (— 46) — XII are a later replacement, on 
Western paper, of the 15t century. Once in the Benedictine (Maurist) 
abbey of Saint-Remi of Reims (fol. AT): Ex Lib. Archim. S.^ Remigii 
Remen. ord. S. Benedicti congreg. S. Mauri. The binding of the volume 
is confused. In the original part, the proper sequence of folios is indicated 
by the folio numbers marked in ink in the middle upper margins of the 
rectos. This is the original part of the ms.: fol. 1" Hecuba (81-end) ; 12Y 
arg. to Orest.; 13" Orestes; 32° arg. to Phoen. ; 32*—45"* Phoenissae (1-123, 
879-1766). — There is a later partial replacement of the missing text on 
folios I'-x11¥: Phoentssae 273-808. In the original part, the scholia on 
Hecuba are & Planudean collection, including some old scholia; in Orestes 
and Phoenissae, there are old scholia. 

The poetic text of the original ms. is old: cf. Hec. 265 xpoodaypa, 756—158 


Google 


A SURVEY OF THE VETERES OF EURIPIDES 355 


in textu om. (in marg. add.), 982 uiv piv el, Orest. 81 aye xai ; after 108, 
the line xåyù yuvax (àv) ddpoy ody! vapÜcvos is added in the margin (a feature 
of the recentiores); 439 cimeiv éxes, 782 mpàyu', 1507 xpoorinrwv, Phoen. 
1690 peracyeiv Sei kàpé, 1762 drap. Occasionally, there appear Moschopulean 
interpolations: cf. Hec. 346 om, Orest. 1125 roiow éopnev. The poetic text 
of the Reims ms. is a very valuable witness of the tradition of the recenttores. 
It is related to the recentiores like RS, Munich 560: cf. above, pp. 321 ff. 

The later supplement on fol. 1-Xi1 is Moschopulean: cf. Phoen. 303 «oài 
Baow, 416 pare’wy, 459 prius r’ om., 535 xaXov, 569 ?uetjaro, 607 Ades 
xai yap, 635 OnBaiwy, 673 £vvyxe. 

S = Salamanca, Biblioteca Universitaria, 31. Cf. above, pp. 96, 321. 

C — Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, B.IV.13. Cf. above, pp. 85, 318 ff. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Barberini graec. 4 (cf. above, p. 94 note 151). 
This is & gnomology, containing excerpts also from Euripides. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Ottoboni graec. 339 (cf. Feron-Battaglini, 
Codices manuscript graeci Olloboniani Bibliothecae Vaticanae pp. 177 ff.; 
E. Schwartz, * De quibusdam scholiis in Euripidis Andromacham,” Mé- 
langes Grauz pp. 651 ff. ; Schwartz, Schol. Eur. II pp. 111 f.; cf. above, p. 
345). Miscellaneous codex composed of different fascicles, on paper, 14*^— 
17th cent., 225 X 175 mm. (many leaves are pasted to paper strips and 
had originally different sizes), 346 foll. The Euripidean scholia are written 
in the 16t century, 26 lines to page. — Fol. 158° scholia on Andromache; 
1777-186' on Hecuba. Schwartz correctly stated that the scholia on Hecuba 
are transcribed from Vatic. 1135 (R). They appear in the Ottobon. 339 
fol. 1777-186" copied exactly, in the same selection and sequence, as in the 
Vatic. 1135 fol. 1'-10v. For common errors, cf. schol. Hec. 30 p. 15.23 
Schwartz perawpfopevos R and Ottob. 339; schol. Hec. 41 p. 17.6 Schw. 
rpavrusÜeicay R and Ottob. 339. 

The scholia on Andromache are of great value. They are related to the 
B tradition and they parallel the Andromache scholia of the Naples II.F.41 
and of the Naples Vindob. 17 (the scholia of the Naples Vindob. 17 accom- 
pany only a part of the Andromache) : cf. above, p. 347. 'The scholia on 
Andromache in the Ottob. 339 are collated in Schwartz, with the symbol O. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 236 (cf. above, pp. 199 f.). In 
this ms., the text of Orestes for the most part is old. 

P = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 287. Cf. above, pp. 258 ff. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 319 (cf. Stevenson, Codices 
manuscripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae pp. 184 ff.; R. Merkel, 
Aeschylus in italienischen. Handschriften. [Leipzig, 1860] p. 29; Turyn, 
Aeschylus pp. 65 f.; Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 31; Studies in Sophocles 
pp. 162 f.; Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien 
p. 201; Irigoin, Histoire du texte de Pindare p. 440). Paper, 15/16" cent., 
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220 X 155 mm., 395 foll, 22 lines. Written by several hands. The folios 
95'-117r (Pindar, Theocritus) are written by Georgius Gregoropulus II 
and subscribed (fol. 114") on October 5, 1489: cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, 
Die griech. Schreiber p. 72; Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe? siècles plate 
21. The folios 189'-259r (Sophocles) are in the handwriting of Aristobulus 
Apostolides (Arsenius of Monembasia) : cf. Vogel-Gardthausen pp. 42 ff.; 
Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles plates 4 and 5. Folios 3331-359" 
(Orph. Lithica, Coluthus) are in the handwriting of Zacharias Callierges: 
cf. Vogel-Gardthausen pp. 125 f. ; Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles 
plate 49. The Euripidean portion seems to be written late in the 15'^ 
century. — Fol. 147" Hecuba (1-756, 1119—end) ; 1677 arg. to Orest.; 168'— 
186" Orestes (1-120, 836-1592). The losses in the text are caused bv a 
loss of 1 quire in Hecuba and of 2 quires in Orestes. 


This ms. is closely related to the Moscow 508 (cf. above, pp. 343 f.). 
Since I have not seen any reproduction of the Euripidean part of Moscow 
508, I cannot pass positively on the chronological relationship of the two 
mss., Moscow 508 and Palat. 319. These two mss. show an amazing agree- 
ment to such a degree that we have to consider them gemelli (unless in 
the future, when photographs of the Moscow 508 become available, the 
relationship of these mss. will be determined in a more specific way). There 
are characteristic concurrent readings of Moscow 508 and Palat. 319 (for 
Moscow readings, I rely only on the collation in Beck, Euripidis tragoediae 
III pp. 1019-1046), e.g.: Hec. 113 0oiacov, 116 Eppidos, 219 xvpoOcicav, 226 
apay, Orest. 53 pevéAews eis yv. Neither of the two mss. is transcribed from 
the other one. The Moscow 508 was not transcribed from the Palat. 319 
(even when the Palat. 319 was complete in Hecuba and Orestes), because 
the Moscow ms. has (according to Vladimir) scholia which the Palat. does 
not have, and also some variants which do not appear in the Palat. On the 
other hand, the Palat. cannot be a copy of the Moscow ms., because the 
Palat. is free of an omission and of some errors that appear in the Moscow 
ms. : cf. Hec. 290 versum om. Moscow 508: aad’ oxretpare Bop ároarácavres 
habet Palat. 319 (eodem verborum ordine habet etiam Copenhagen 417). 
Also cf.: Orest. 1045 @iAr’? Moscow 508 erroneously: ¢iArar’ Palat. 319 
correctly ; Orest. 1127 éykAeicoua. Moscow 508 : éxxAetoopevy Palat. 319; Orest. 
1175 (post erópa) éxo addidit et $épo suprascripsit Moscow 508: nihil 
addidit Palat. 319. Also cf. Orest. 1172 yàp insertum in Moscow 508: yàp 
om. Palat. 319; this shows that Palat. 319 did not see the Moscow 508, 
which we can assume (from the note in Beck) to have at first omitted yàp 
and then inserted it post corr. (probably above the line). 


A close agreement of Moscow 508 and Palat. 319 in Aeschylus was pointed 
out in Turyn, Aeschylus p. 66. At that time, I assumed that, for Aeschylus, 
the Palat. 319 was an apograph of Moscow 508. But the above case of 
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Hec. 290 militates against such an assumption. A final judgment con- 
cerning the relationship of the two mss. should be delayed until the Moscow 
508 can be studied directly and the accuracy of the statement on Hec. 290 
is verified. 

The Palat. 319 parallels the Moscow 508 so exactly that, quite obviously, 
it divided — like the Moscow ms. — into two sections (reduced by the folio 
losses indicated). In the Palat. 319, the text of Hecuba 1—756 and of 
Orestes ca. 1220—end is old; the remaining text, Hecuba 1119-end and 
Orestes ca. 1-1219, is Moschopulean. 

In its old text, the Palat. 319 shows (like the Moscow 508) a peculiar 
kinship with the ms. Copenhagen 417 and with the Vatic. 1135 (R) and 
other related recentiores: cf. above, p. 343. The readings which I quoted to 
this effect from Moscow 508 appear also in the Palat. 319: Hec. 351 éerpadny, 
353 8ouov F’, 418 xeiae 8 eiv, 603 eerogevoe, Orest. 1398 yaiav, 1512 Soíxera:, 
1573 ocAas éxueiuevov. For general characteristic features of the old tradi- 
tion, cf.: Hec. 265 rpoodaypa, 274 mapeados, Orest. 1507 mpoamürrov. 

For the Moschopulean section, cf.: Hec. 1175 rapacowv, 1183 alt. prée, 
1266 8' om., 1275 y’ om., Orest. 61 ovpdopas, 922 dveriAqrrov, 983 uéaov xai 
x9ovos, 1135 dmékrew', 1180 y’ om., 1216 vvv om. 

Biblioteea Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 343 (cf. Stevenson p. 198; 
Schwartz, Schol. Eur. I p. x). Paper, second half of the 15'^ cent., 29 X 
21 cm., 11 + 54 foll. — Fol. 17-397 Phoenissae (63-end); 39v—40" blank; 
41r-54Y Hippolytus (20-386, 447—939). Old scholia on Phoenissae 538-1747 
(I pp. 257.21—413.7 Schwartz) and on Hippolytus 22/23-935 (II pp. 
6.17—105.24 Schwartz). 'The text of Phoenissae is old: cf. Phoen. 171 
ris TOÜev kvpei, 487 aŭbıs xpóvov, 488 alt. wy ré ru 577 yévour’ av vg’; it is 
related to the tradition of R especially (cf. above, pp. 321 ff., 331) and 
of other recentiores like Paris 2810, Moscow 508, Palat. 319, Munich 560. 

In Hippolytus, the Palat. 343 is a text witness of some value. In this 
play, it is closely related to the Vatican traditoin represented by V (Vatic. 
909). For characteristic agreements of V and Palat. 343, cf.: Hippol. 337 
€ rÀguov olov wjrep HMDBALP, Berlin P.5005: & parep oiov rAnpov V,— 
rAnpov’ Pal. 343; Hippol. 354 prius oóx HMBALP, Berlin P.5005 : oùxér V, 
oix ér’ Pal. 343; Hippol. 506 ávaAo059oouac AL, dv dAwbnoopac HMBP, avaAo- 
05cop[a.] Berlin P.5005: (àv- om.) áAe0yoopav V and Pal. 343; Hippol. 
659/660 x0ovós | Onos MBALP: 65cevs | xX8ovós V and Pal. 343. The 
Hippolytus text of the Palat. 343 seems to derive from the same source as 
the Hippolytus sections of the mss. Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17, and 
Oxford Auct.T.4.10 (cf. above, pp. 347, 349, 351). 

The text and scholia of Phoenissae and the text of Hippolytus of the 
Palatinus 343 were transcribed directly by the Copenhagen 417, at a time 
when the Palatinus 343 was most probably complete in the Hippolytus: 
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ef. above, pp. 330 f. In the future, the testimony of Palatin. 343 should 
replace that of Copenhagen 417 for the corresponding sections. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 53 (cf. above, pp. 151 f.). In 
this ms., Hecuba 908—end and Orestes are old. 

V = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 909. Cf. above, pp. 90 f., 
317 ff. This is the chief representative of the Vatican recension. There is 
an apograph of V in the ms. Va — Vatic. Palatin. graec. 98 (cf. above, 
pp. 91 f.). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 910 (cf. Turyn, Manuscripts of 
Sophocles p. 37 ; Studies in Sophocles pp. 170 ff. ; Elmsley, Euripidis Medea 
[Lipsiae, 1822] p. vi11; Godofr. Bernhardy, Dionysius Periegetes I [Geo- 
graphi Graeci Minores I. Lipsiae, 1828] p. xxxvi; Carolus Müller, Geo- 
graphi Graeci Minores II (Parisiis, 1882] p. xxxvir). Paper, 14'^ cent., 
220 X 145 mm., 189 foll., 20—22 lines. — Fol. 13?' (according to the upper 
right corner numbering) arg. to Hippol.; 137*-166" Hippolytus (1-659, 
638-1122, 1365—1466) ; 166" arg. to Med.; 1677-189" Medea (1-879, 885— 
1049). 'The end of the ms. was lost. 'The text omissions occurred in the 
middle of the text; obviously, the source of this ms. had lost several leaves 
in the Hippolytus. Old scholia on Hippolytus. The margins of folios 174— 
189 were cut off and later on repaired with blank paper, but since the intact 
folios 167-173 with the beginning of the Medea exhibit no scholia, we may 
assume that there were not any scholia on the Medea in this ms. The ms. 
was recorded by Elmsley in his edition of the Medea, with the symbol Rom. D. 

In Hippolytus, the Vatic. 910 shows agreements with V or with LP or 
with VLP, mostly in the same way as the Athos Iber. 161 — W agrees with 
those manuscripts. Thus it seems safe to assume that, in Hippolytus, the 
Vatic. 910 followed the so-called Athos tradition, which is signally repre- 
sented by the ms. W (cf. above, pp. 325 ff.). For specific agreements of the 
Vatic. 910 with W, cf.: Hippol. 348 àAyewóvy & HMBAVLP, aAy[ Berlin 
P.5005: dAywrov 0' W, D (in Hippolytus, this ms. is a gemellus of W), and 
Vat. 910; Hippol. 1398 árdp por rpoopurys y OBAV : áráp roe Svowotpos 7' 
LP: áprá poe Svororpos W, àrdp ro Svororpos D and Vat. 910. 

In Medea, the Vatic. 910 is closely related to the B-like tradition: cf. 
Med. 24 ddryndoor(v) VALP : dAyydon B, XP. (ad Med. 97), Vat. 910; Med. 
253 mods 0 78’ ALP: yàp roàs 78’ V: rods 75° HB and Vat. 910; Med. 268 
Oavpafw VALP: Oavpdco B and Vat. 910; Med. 504 y' dv oiv LP: r dy oiv 
VA: rà wv B and Vat. 910; Med. 981 aira LP, atr]a Pap. Strasbourg 
WG 305, abr; V'A: om. B and Vat. 910; Med. 1043 $aiópóy VALP (cf. 
Christus Patiens 695, 869): reprvóv B and Vat. 910. However, the Vatic. 
910 is not a copy of B: cf. Med. 937 dvopens eva. VALP, Vat. 910: elva: 
vapers B. 

R = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1135 (cf. above, pp. 94 ff., 
321 ff.). 
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Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1325 (cf. de Nolhac, La biblio- 
théque de Fulvio Orsini p. 185 note 1; below, p. 393; Martin Wittek, ** Liste 
des manuscrits de Lucien,” Scriptorium 6 [1952] p. 317). Paper, 15'^ and 
16‘ cent., 230 X 155 mm., 337 foll., in two parts (part I: fol. 1-141, part 
II: fol. 142-337). The Euripidean portion is of the 15*^ century. This ms. 
once was Orsini Greek ms. 126; there is an ownership entry (fol. 4"): 
ez libris fuluij Vrsint. — Part II, fol. 3107-315* Hecuba (227-319, 387- 
487), with scholia. The poetic text is old: cf. Hec. 265 mpoodaypa, 274 
mapedôos. It is closely related to the recentior R (Vatic. 1135): cf. Hec. 
245 re (also MR, Copenhagen 417), 399 où pýv ye (also R, Copenh. 417), 
418 xeice 8 eiv (also R, éxeioe & èv Copenh. 417). The scholia are an incon- 
sistent mixture of old scholia, possibly descending from M, and Byzantine 
comments, seemingly including also some Planudean elements. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1332 (cf. de Nolhac, La biblio- 
thèque de Fulvio Orsini p. 164; Schwartz, Schol. Eur. I p. 1x; Schultz, Die 
handschriftliche Überlieferung der H esiod-Scholien p. 26; Merkel, Aeschylus 
in italienischen Handschriften pp. 26 f. ; Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 35 f.; Manu- 
scripts of Sophocles p. 37; Studies in Sophocles p. 161; S. Peppink, “ De 
Sophoclis codice Vaticano 1332,” Mnemosyne ser. III vol. 1 [1934] pp. 
155 ff.). Paper (bombycine), 14'^ cent., 256 X 181 mm. (in a repaired 
state), 230 foll. Once Orsini Greek ms. 74. — Fol. 17-8" Phoenissae (1001- 
end), with old scholia. The text is old: cf. Phoen. 1690 peracyeiv Sei xápà. 
It seems to be related to the original text of the Laur. 32, 33 (cf. above, 
p. 337) with which the Vatic. 1332 shares such peculiarities: Phoen. 1307 
Seipo róvÓe, 1446 &yéver' add’ dx0pós, 1582 impe xaxov oiBirov. There are in 
the Vatic. 1332 occasional interpolations, e.g., from Moschopulus: Phoen. 
1077 c" extat, 1758 xAewgs, 1762 dAAà yàp; or from Thomas: Phoen. 1761 
yov 8, 

The Vatic. 1332 is basically a vetusttor (Phoen. 1302 crevaxrav om.), 
related, both in text and scholia, to the Venice class: cf. Phoen. 1300 rdAawes 
MB'O and Vatic. 1332; Phoen. 1721 rida rárep BAO and Vatic. 1332. In 
scholia, the Vatic. 1332 appears to be especially akin to B (Paris 2713). 

Sa = Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1345. Cf. above, pp. 96 f. 
This ms. is a recentior: cf. above, pp. 321 ff. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1824 (cf. Christoph Ziegler, 
* Zu den Theokritscholien,” Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 125 [1882] 
p. 826; Wendel, Überlieferung und Entstehung der Theokrit-Scholien p. 
200; Gallavotti, Rivista di filologia e d'istruzione classica N.S. 12 [1934] 
p. 351 note 1; Gallavotti, Theocritus quique feruntur Bucolici graeci pp. 
254, 273; A. S. F. Gow, Theocritus I [Cambridge, 1950] p. xri; Turyn, 
Aeschylus p. 71; cf. above, p. 254 note 238). Paper, 14'^ and 15'^ cent., 
225 X 170 mm. (in a repaired state), 88 foll, by several honds. — The 
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Euripidean portion is of the 15'^ cent. Fol. 817-85" and 87*** Orestes 1385- 
1591; 85'-86" Phoenissae 802—842. The text seems to be originally old 
(cf. Orest. 1399 ái8a old, not Moschopulean), but is strongly interpolated, 
e.g., from Moschopulus: Phoen. 842 dorews 686s, or from Triclinius: Orest. 
1507 wpoomrvay. 

Venice, Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, greco 468 (No. di collocazione 
653). Cf. Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca p. 248; Bou- 
dreaux, Oppten d’Apamée, La Chasse, édition critique pp. 24f.; Merkel, 
Aeschylus in italienischen Handschriften pp. 18 f.; Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 
28 f., 100; Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 38; Studies in Sophocles pp. 153, 
165 f. and plate VIII (= part of fol. 81", Soph. Aiax 1-28); Murray, 
Euripidis Fabulae I p. [XV]. Paper (bombycine), early 14*® cent., 340 X 
245 mm., 190 foll., 2 columns to page, 25-28 lines to column. Once Greek 
ms. 450 in the library of Cardinal Bessarion (cf. Omont, Revue des biblio- 
théques 4 [1894] p. 167). Earlier ownership entries (fol.27, lower margin): 
w»(dvv)ov rov xpvcoAopa (not yet identified: cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber p. 203) ; Sou. .cos (Souérios?) povayos. There are two hands 
in the volume; the Euripides part is written by the hand that wrote folios 
32-190. — Fol. 146” arg. to Hec.; 147" Hecuba; 157% arg. to Orest.; 158° 
Orestes; 173" arg. to Phoen.; 173*—190r Phoentssae ; 190° arg. to Med.; 190° 
(through the end of the page) Medea 1-42 (the continuation was lost). 
A later hand (ca. 1500 a.D.) added Moschopulean scholia on Phoen. 499— 
1613. The text of this ms. is old: cf. Hec. 56 8o/Xov, Orest. 439 «x&v 
exes, 782 wpayp’, Phoen. 171 ris xodev kvpe, 487 aùbıs xpóvov, 488 alt. uyré re, 
577 yévow' dv id’, 608 ye oy à, 619 woAAd y’ aOAia, 1690 peracyety Set nape. 
Occasionally, Byzantine interpolations affected the text of this ms. There 
are, e.g., some readings from Moschopulus: Hec. 50 xépas, 346 co, 582 0' 
om., Orest. 1216 wv om. Or from Thomas: Hec. 53 orv, Orest. 187 obv 
om. m.pr., Phoen. 77 xySos t. The ms, was sporadically quoted by Prinz- 
Wecklein, with the symbol F; and by Murray, with the symbol F. 

The old triad text of the Venice 468 in its original character is a vetu- 
stior (Phoen. 1302 orevaxrav om. m.pr.), derived from the Venice tradition: 
cf. Hec. 756—758 om. MOB'R, m.pr. Venice 468; Phoen. 1721 ria MVRS: 
rida warep BAO, Vatic. 1332, Venice 468. But the text of the Venice 468 
departed from that tradition by adopting several readings from other tradi- 
tions e.g., from the recentiores : cf. Orest. 421 8 xpovov, Orest. 1182 Aéyey. — 
On the kinship of the Medea fragment in the Venice 468 with the Medea 
text in W (Athos Iber. 161), cf. above, p. 326. 

M = Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 471 (No. di collocazione 765). 
Cf. above, pp. 84 f., 318 ff. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 507 (No. di collocazione 293). Cf. 
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above, pp. 92 f. This is a gnomology, containing excerpts also from 
Euripides. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 516 (No. di collocazione 904). Cf. 
Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marci Bibliotheca codicum manu scrip- 
torum p. 278; Alphonse Dain, Histoire du terte d'Élien le Tacticien des 
origines à la fin du moyen âge (Collection d'Études anciennes. Paris, 1946) 
pp. 303 f. ; I owe a reference to this ms. to Professor Aubrey Diller. Paper, 
14 cent., 31 X 22 cm., 208 foll. Partly written, and subscribed on fol. 
208", by ávÓpéas reAovvràs vids kip bOdyyov èx [79 dvarA] vavrAótov THs pwopavias. 
Cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 28. Once Greek ms. 266 
in the library of Cardinal Bessarion (cf. fol. 5"; Omont, Revue des biblio- 
théques 4 [1894] p. 159). On a preliminary leaf, fol. 17, there is a fragment 
of Phoentssae 182-199 (without scholia), in a different handwriting of 
the 14 century. The text of this fragment seems to be old, for it does 
not show any characteristic features of a Byzantine recension. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco IX 11 (No. di collocazione 1196). Cf. 
above, p. 160; below, p. 376. In this ms., written by Ioannes Rhosus, the 
Andromache is basically old and seems to be related to the tradition carried 
by the Naples II.F.41 and the Naples Vindob. 17 (cf. above, pp. 346, 350), 
for it agrees with some peculiarities of those mss.: e.g., cf. Androm. 126 
Téxas Naples ILF.41, Naples Vindob. 17, Venice IX 11; Androm. 153 
ovvédvais Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17: évvéSvas Venice IX 11. More- 
over, there is in the Andromache of the Venice IX 11 a strong influence 
of P which is likewise & striking feature of the Naples mss. 'The Venice 
IX 11 shows such readings shared with P (or Aldus), Naples II.F.41, 
Naples Vindob. 17: e.g., Androm. 232 srapíarara, 276 yovos, 307 obror'] oix 
áy. On the whole, the Andromache text of the Venice IX 11 seems to be 
inconsistent and desultory ; probably it was, in many cases, modified by the 
copyist at variance with his source. 

Vienna, Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, codex philosophicus et phi- 
lologicus graec. 119 (cf. Nessel, Catalogus IV p. 72; Schwartz, Schol. Eur. 
I p. X note *). Paper (bombycine), early 14'^ cent., 264/262 X 167/160 mm., 
53 foll. Once owned by Ioannes Sambucus (cf. Gerstinger, Johannes Sam- 
bucus als Handschriftensammler p. 369). — Fol. 17 Vita; 1° arg. to Hec.; 
1" Hecuba; 13" arg. to Orest.; 14° Orestes; 32° arg. to Phoen.; 32v—45" 
Phoentssae (1-1271). There is a later replacement (of the 15'^ century, 
on Western paper) of the lost part: fol. 467-53" Phoenissae 1272—1766, 
without scholia. The original part carries a mixture of old and Byzantine 
scholia, including some Planudean scholia. 

The main old part of the mss. shows a genuine old text: cf. Hec. 50 xepas, 
96 SovAov, 265 mpócjayua, Orest. 81 dye kai, 439 eireiv éxes, 782 wpayp’, 
Phoen. 30 ràv éudv, 171 ris wótey xupet, 487 aifis xpóvov. This ms. shows a 
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certain kinship with the M text: cf. Orest. 497 rigs uns Óvyarpós (also MCA) ; 
Orest. 618 årayyéààovoa (also MCR); Orest. 1477 xepeiv (also MCOA) ; 
Orest. 1518 mão: om. (also om. M ; waow post $pv£iv a.c. traiecit Paris Sainte- 
Geneviève 3400) ; Phoen. 628 yeyos AVRS: poAwy MCOB! and Vienna 119. 
But the Vienna 119 adopted some readings of the recentiores: cf. Phoen. 
131 ddwp Aoxayov; Phoen. 859 xAvdunm yap; Phoen. 925 wodjiras rovode. The 
Vienna 119 is also related to the original part of the Laur. 32, 33 (cf. 
above, p. 338). The text of the Vienna 119 is marred by relatively few inter- 
polations. There are some Moschopulean readings, e.g.: Hec. 959 os ay 
dyvocía, 972 wpoofAésey o’ ópÜais, Orest. 228 8éuas, Phoen. 1265 ovde. For 
sporadic Thoman interpolations, cf.: Hec. 982 uiv d, 1184 péeudy, Orest. 47 
prius pyre, Phoen. 488 alt. pyre. 

The later replacement (Phoen. 1272—1766) is Moschopulean: cf. Phoen. 
1353 adcyyós rT’, 1359 xaAxois, 1363 povoudyov T’, 1496 xpabeis, 1535 paxpórow. 
The line Phoen. 1282 is omitted (cf. above, p. 178). 
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I list below manuscripts which clearly appear to be direct apographs of 
other Euripidean manuscripts that are extant. It goes without saying that 
such apographs are worthless copies since at any rate their sources are 
available. Some of them present a certain historical interest considering 
the role which they may have played in the formation of early printed 
editions of Euripides. Some of the apographs have been discussed in this 
book on a previous occasion. In some cases, it was appropriate to record 
them in our discussions, in connection with their immediate sources. Even 
in such cases I list them below with a pertinent cross reference. Quite 
naturally, some more manuscripts, especially among the Byzantine ones 
treated in the corresponding chapters, are in fact apographs of some other 
cognate manuscripts which are in existence. But it would not serve any 
special purpose to pursue the interdependence of Byzantine interpolated 
manuscripts, except in cases of some special interest. The apographs listed 
below are presented in the alphabetical order of their geographic locations. 

Basel, Universitáts-Bibliothek, F.VI.46 (no. 75 in H. Omont, “ Catalogue 
des manuscrits grecs des Bibliothéques de Suisse," Centralblatt für Biblio- 
thekswesen 3 [1886] p. 416). Paper, 16'^ cent., 330 X 226 mm., 9 foll., 
30 lines. — Fol. 17-7" Electra (1-486). This is a direct copy of the Laur. 
31, 1 which was transcribed from L (cf. below, p. 364). In this manner, the 
Basel fragment indirectly descends from L. For the direct derivation of 
the Basel ms. from Laur. 31, 1, cf. such concurrent readings of these two 
mss.: Electra 9 86Ao; 12 dAeAev Laur. 31, 1: 6AwAev Basel; 13 rjv Sapiésa. 

Berlin, Deutsche Staatsbibliothek (formerly Preussische Staatsbibliothek), 
Phillipps 1607 (no. 204 in Guilelmus Studemund et Leopoldus Cohn, 
Codices ez Bibliotheca Meermanntana Phillippici graeci nunc Berolinenses 
[Die Handschriften-Verzeichnisse der Königlichen Bibliothek zu Berlin 
XI, 1. Berolini, 1890] pp. 87 f.; cf. Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum 
in bibliotheca D. Thomae Phillipps, Bart. A.D. 1837 [Impressus typis 
Medio-Montanis mense Maio, 1837] p. 19). Paper, late 15*^ cent., 204 X 
154 mm., 29 foll. Once in the Jesuit Collège de Clermont in Paris ms. 3815; 
Meerman ms. 342. — Fol. 6" metrical epitome from Hephaestion; 8° Vita 
(Moschopulean) ; 8" Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 10° «epi rov eiboAov; 11° 
arg. to Hec. (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 12% orixor roMrtixoè rov 7(ér(ov = Tzetzes, 
Chiliades X 150-164 (Dindorf, Schol. Eur. I p. 203.3—17) ; 18'-13* Hecuba 
1-15; 13" Triclinian commentary (Moschopuleo-Thomano-Triclinian scho- 
lia) on Hecuba 1-5. This short Euripidean portion is distinctly a descendant 
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of Ta — Urbinas 142 (cf. above, pp. 194 ff.). This is shown by the fact 
that the headline of the Moschopulean comment wepi rov eiboAov does not 
begin with rov abrov (as it originally does in T = Angelicus 14). The 
omission of this beginning in the Phillipps ms. points to Ta where the 
words rov abrov were omitted. The very presence of the political lines from 
Tzetzes and the characteristic error in their text (Tzetzes, Chi. X 157 — 
Dindorf I p. 203.10 ry of Tzetzes: ry o7 Ta, rp oy Phillipps 1607) prove 
that the Phillipps ms. was derived (possibly directly) from Ta. 

Copenhagen, Det Kongelige Bibliotek, Gamle Kongelig Samling 417 (cf. 
above, pp. 329 ff.). In this ms., Phoentssae and Hippolylus are transcribed 
from the Vatic. Palat. 343 (cf. above, p. 357). Four plays: Alcestis, An- 
dromache, Troades, Rhesus are transcribed from the Vatic. Palat. 98 (Va). 
Since Va is an apograph of V (Vatic. 909), the Copenhagen copy of these 
four plays is an indirect descendant of V. 

El Escorial, Monasterio de San Lorenzo el Real, 0.1.9 (no. 506 in Miller, 
Catalogue des manuscrits grecs de la bibliothèque de l'Escurial p. 460; cf. 
Ada Adler, Catalogue supplémentaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliotheque 
Royale de Copenhague p. 87 [387] ; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 14; 
Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus p. 148). Paper, about the first quarter 
of the 16'^ century, 37 X 26 cm., 208 foll, 2 columns to page, 27 lines to 
column. The ms. is in the handwriting of Zacharias Kallierges (cf. Omont, 
Fac-similés de manuscrits grecs des XV* et XVIe siècles plate 49; cf. above, 
pp. 215, 216). Once in the library of Hurtado de Mendoza (cf. Charles 
Graux, Essai sur les origines du fonds grec de l'Escurial [Bibliothéque de 
l’École des Hautes Études. Sciences philologiques et historiques, 46. Paris, 
1880] pp. 270 f., 202). — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 13° arg. to Orest.; 13% Orestes; 
29" arg. to Phoen.; 30" Phoenissae; 47° arg. to Androm.; 47% Andromache; 
59° arg. to Med.; 60" Medea; 73° arg. to Hippol.; 74'7-87* Hippolytus. This 
ms. is an apograph of Paris 2712 (A), as is shown by characteristic agree- 
ments of both mss. in errors, e.g.: Hec. 105 dAA' om., 435 yàp om., 570 
KpUmrovea Ô’ à. 

I wish to remind the reader that also in Sophocles the Escorial 0.1.9 is 
an apograph of Paris 2712, and that the same Zacharias Kallierges copied 
the Sophocles part of Paris 2712 also in the ms. Florence, Riccardi 34 (cf. 
Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus pp. 148 f.). 

Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, plut. 31, 1 (cf. Bandini, Catalogus 
codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Laurentianae II col. 73; G. Dindorf, Eu- 
ripidis tragoediae superstites et deperditarum fragmenta III [Oxonii, 1840] 
p. XX; Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 81 f.; Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 15; Studies 
in Sophocles pp. 66 f.). Paper, 15'5 cent., 412 X 288 mm., 147 foll. (accord- 
ing to the new numbering), 2 columns to page, 45 lines to column. Written 
(according to a subscription on fol. 1307) by @’rys "AyyeAos (cf. Vogel- 
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Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 8) for Francesco Filelfo (cf. Cal- 
derini, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 20 [1913] pp. 246 f.). — Fol. 17 
arg. to Rhes.; 1" Rhesus; 6* arg. to Iph. Taur.; 6Y Iphigenia Taurica ; 14° 
Iphigenia Aulidensis ; 22*—26* Pentheus (= Bacchae) 1-751, Ly first hand; 
26—30!" Bacchae 752—end, added by a later hand from the Aldine edition 
(cf. Elmsley, Euripidis Bacchae [Lipsiae, 1822] p. vi1) ; 317 Supplices; 
37% Cyclops; 41" arg. to Heraclid.; 41" Heraclidae; 47° arg. to Herc. Fur.; 
47* Hercules Furens; 54" Helena; 63° arg. to Jon; 63° Ion; 70"—7'7" Electra. 
This is a transcript of nine non-select plays, the Bacchae part extant in L, 
and a select play Rhesus, all of them copied directly from L (Laur. 32, 2), 
but in a modified sequence. The scribe of Laur. 31, 1 copied obviously the 
rare plays and dismissed the other “ select" plays of L, probably because 
they were better known or not so unique. 

The relationship of the two mss. is easily recognized by the peculiar agree- 
ment of Laur. 31, 1 with L and with the interpolations of Lt, with metrical 
notes by Lt, and by the many errors of Laur. 31, 1 resulting from its scribe 
misreading the peculiarities of the L script. The fact that from the Bacchae 
only lines 1-755 were transcribed by the first hand of the Laur. 31, 1 points 
generally to its derivation from L. For specific agreements of Laur. 31, 1 
with Laur. 32, 2, I can quote some striking cases, e.g.: Cyclops 13 éyo 
mvdopevos Lt and Laur. 31, 1: mvôópevos L', meðópevos P (mv8ópevos oiv ye 
P?) ; Electra 30 py $0ovn0eiy $óvo L with a reference mark above the middle 
7 in $0ovj0c*», and peuphein in margine L with the same reference mark 
above the first letter (uy $0ovq0eim $oóvo P): pynpOovpendOein Laur. 31, 1 
(obviously, the scribe of Laur. 31, 1 mistook the reference mark in L and 
took the marginal gloss, to which it referred, for a text substitution being 
indieated by that mark). For peculiar misreadings of L by Laur. 31, 1, 
cf.: Supplices 38 é€An L: d7€An Laur. 31, 1; Suppl. 40 re Spdoas L: rtrdcas 
Laur. 31, 1. 

The derivation of the Laur. 31, 1 from L was stated by Petrus Elmsley, 
Euripidis Bacchae (Lipsiae, 1882) pp. v1 f.; Dindorf, Euripidis tragoediae 
III (1840) p. xx; Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. x note *; Prinz, 
Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 105 (1872) p. 526. Also in Aeschylus 
and Sophocles, the Laur. 31, 1 is & direct transcript of the Laur. 32, 2: 
cf. Turyn, Aeschylus pp. 81 f.; Studies in Sophocles pp. 66 f. 

O — Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, plut. 31, 10 (cf. above, pp. 333 ff.). 
In this ms., Alcestts and Andromache are copied from B (Paris 2713). 

D = Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, plut. 31, 15 (cf. above, pp. 335 ff.). 
In this ms., Medea ca. 923—end, Alcestis and Andromache are copied from 
B (Paris 2713). 

Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, plut. 91 sup., 6 (cf. Bandini, Catalogus 
III [1770] cols. 422 f.). Paper, ca. 1500 A.D., 210 X 145 mm., 109 foll. 
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There is an ownership entry on fol. 1": Monasterij Angelorum Petrus Can- 
didus (on Pier Candido — fl. ca. 1496 A.D. — of Santa Maria degli Angeli 
in Florence, cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 186 note 200). The ms. 
is written mainly by Aristobulus Apostolides (— Arsenius of Monembasia) — 
cf. above, p. 356, and partly by Ianus Lascaris (cf. above, p. 87). It con- 
tains scholia: fol. 1" on Hippolytus; 53° on Alcestis; 657-97" on Medea; 
987-109" on Andromache (fol. 97 is bound after fol. 109). These scholia 
are transcribed from B (Paris 2713), which was owned by Lascaris. Cf. 
arg. Hippol. p. 2.1 Schwartz 8€Arov] BiBAov B and Laur. 91 sup., 6; schol. 
Hippol. 1 p. 3.14 Schw. veaviov] veavíoxov B and Laur. 91 sup., 6. Readings 
of the Laur. 91 sup., 6 were recorded in Matthiae and Dindorf, with the 
symbol Fl(or). 6. 

Florence, Biblioteca Laurenziana, San Marco 226 (cf. Hostagno-Festa, 
Studi Italiani di filologia classica 1 [1893] p. 177; Rudolf Prinz, Jahr- 
bücher für classische Philologie 99 [1869] pp. 761 f.). Paper, 16'^ cent., 
29 X 21 em., 206 foll. (fol. 206 is blank), ca. 20 lines. — Fol. 17-26%, 28'- 
31v, 27° (the binding is confused) Hecuba; 277-9?" arg. to Orest. (the end 
of the arg. to Orest., Orestes, and the beginning of Medea are lost) ; 327-60! 
Medea (262-end) ; 60" arg. to Phoen.; 60% Phoentssae; 106° arg. to Alc.; 
106" Alcestis ; 134r arg. to Androm.; 135r Andromache; 163" arg. to Hippol.; 
164” Hippolytus; 194% index personarum to Rhes.; 194v—205* Rhesus (1- 
608, the rest being lost). The lines Hecuba 1-396 have a Latin translation. 

Hugo Hinck (to whom Prinz, loc. cit., referred) recognized that the 
San Marco 226 is an apograph of the Laur. 31, 10 (cf. above, p. 333). I can 
quote, e.g., the following agreements of the Laur. 31, 10 and the San Marco 
226: Hec. 41 mpóo$Üeyua, 56 Tpáces, 170 ypea Laur. 31, 10: ypéa San 
Marco 226. 

Readings of the San Marco 226 in the past were known to scholars 
through a collation recorded by Isaac Voss in the margins of a copy of 
the Canter edition which is preserved in Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijks- 
Universiteit, shelf-mark 755 G. 4. (cf. Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I 
p. VI; Prinz, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 99 [1869] pp. 760 ff.; 
105 [1872] pp. 527 f.). Voss sporadically included in his notes also data 
on some other mss., and for Troades he most probably added readings 
directly from the Vatic. 909 (V). Voss’ collations were reported in Matthiae 
with the symbol Flor. A or, in Troades, Flor.; in Kirchhoff, the symbol 
was b. 

Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, 77 (cf. G. Vitelli, “Indice de’ codici 
greci Riccardiani, Magliabechiani e Marucelliani,” Studi Italiani di filo- 
logia classica 2 [1894] p. 525; Turyn, Sophocles Recension of Moschopulus 
pp. 155 f.; Studies in Sophocles pp. 188 f.). Paper, ca. 1496 A.D., 208 X 
155 mm., 198 foll., 25 lines. A part of the ms., fol. 1-183", was written 
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by Aristobulus Apostolides (cf. above, p. 356) ; the folios 197" (latter part) — 
198" are in the handwriting of Ianus Lascaris (cf. above, p. 87). Sophocles' 
Electra, written on fol. 657-94r, is subscribed by Aristobulus Apostolides 
on fol. 94v. His note dated in Crete on January 22, 1496, indicates that 
he wrote Soph. Electra rérpw ddwpevtivw rà povaxo (i.e., presumably for Pier 
Candido of Santa Maria degli Angeli in Florence: cf. above, p. 366) ; cf. 
Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 12. A part of the lower margin 
of fol. 1 was cut off; it may have contained an ownership entry by Petrus 
Candidus Monasterij Angelorum. Later on, the ms. was owned by Bene- 
detto Varchi, 1503-1565 (fol. 17) : Bened: Varchu (cf. Enciclopedia Italiana 
di scienze, lettere ed arti 34 [Roma, 1937] pp. 991 f.). — Fol. 1297-156! 
Electra. This text is transcribed from L, for it agrees with the text of L 
and reproduces the interpolations of Lt: cf. Electra 134 á&a$«dv L and 
Riccardi 77 (adeAdiav P) ; El. 177 ópuois éxreroraya: L! ?P : ópyotat mertapa 
Lt and Ricc. 77 (óppois merórapaı Laur. 31, 1 — this eliminates the Laur. 
31, 1 as a possible source); El. 196 eùyais Beovs ceBiLovo’ L'P: ebxais Tors 
Geovs ye aefSitovo' Lt and Rice. 77. 

Milan, Biblioteca Ambrosiana, B 52 sup. (no. 92 in Martini-Bassi, Cata- 
logus codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrosianae I pp. 106 ff.). Paper, 
ca. 1500 A.D., 205 X 145 mm., 1v + 115 +1 foll. The South Italian hand- 
writing of the ms. resembles that of the later replacement in the ms. Milan 
Ambros. F 74 sup., folios 17-26" and fol. 91" (cf. above, p. 341). One Nicolaus 
papas, probably owner of the ms., named himself on fol. 11%: Eyw raras 
voÀaos (repeated below on the same page, and also on fol. 11"; on fol. 71", 
there appears ucolawo and, in the next line, nicolaos). The ms. was bought 
in San Pietro in Galatina in 1606, according to a note pasted on fol. 111°; 
on San Pietro in Galatina, cf. above, p. 95 note 153. The South Italian 
provenience of the ms. is manifest. On fol. 577-707, there is a transcript of 
Musaeus, Hero and Leander, along with the preface of Aldus and poems 
of Marcus Musurus on Musaeus; this is obviously a transcript from the 
Aldine edition of Musaeus, published presumably in 1494 (cf. Legrand, 
Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVI? siècles I pp. 20 ff.). — Fol. 727 arg. 
to Hec.; 72Y-113* Hecuba. There are glosses in Greek and in Latin. Also 
some glosses in Italian, written in Greek characters. 'The text is copied 
from the Vatic. 1135 — R (cf. above, p. 94), which is likewise of South 
Italian origin. The derivation of the Milan B 52 sup. from R is evidenced, 
e.g., by such characteristic agreements of the two mss.: Hec. 23 Oeorpyrw, 
223 rdccovo', 306 ai om., 401 ryv’ om. 

The Milan B 52 sup. is of some interest as a product of Lower Italy. It 
originated most probably in the same scriptorium as the contemporaneous 
mss. Naples II.F.41 and Naples Vindob. 17 (cf. above, pp. 346, 349) which 
comprise transcripts of the triad from the same source R. 
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Modena, Biblioteca Estense, a.Q.5.19 (cf. above, p. 182). The section fol. 
17-1147 of this ms. contains old scholia on Phoentssae and Orestes which 
are copied from B (Paris 2713). This derivation is shown by such con- 
current readings of B and the Modena ms., e.g.: schol. Phoen. 1 p. 245.4 
Schwartz év; p. 245.12 as xai; p. 245.13 (after covpava) Aéfa« porovoy Sevpo 


Seoro; schol. Orest. 1 p. 94.8 Sri] čs ye; schol. Orest. 1687 p. 241.4 Aera 
6€ ro ova mapedpos ovca. 

Y = Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.9 (cf. above, pp. 54 ff.). In this 
ms., the portion fol. 1337-140", containing Troades with old scholia, is 
copied directly from V (Vatic. 909): cf. above, p. 54 note 90. 

Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, II.F.41 (cf. above, pp. 345 ff.). In this ms., the 
triad is copied directly from R (Vatic. 1135). 

Naples, Bibl. Nazionale, cod. Vindobonense greco 17 (cf. above, pp. 
348 ff.). In this ms., the text of Hecuba, Orestes, Phoentssae, and the scholia 
on Hecuba and on Orestes, were copied directly from R (Vatic. 1135) ; 
the Medea, with scholia, was copied directly from B (Paris 2713). 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2714 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventatre sommaire III p. 29). Paper, 16 cent. (partly written in 1541 
A.D.), 81 X 23 cm., 150 foll. Written by three hands. Only folios 417-128" 
were written by Basilius Varelis (BaciAeos BapéAgs), who made a subscrip- 
tion (on fol. 128") in Venice, 1541 a.D. Cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. 
Schreiber p. 54; for a facsimile sample of Varelis? handwriting from Paris 
2714 (fol. 46"), cf. Omont, Fac-similes XVe et XVI* siècles plate 8. A 
different hand of the 16'^ century wrote one Euripidean portion on folios 
17-377; another hand, likewise of the 16t century, wrote the other Euripi- 
dean portion on folios 1307-150Y. According to an entry on fol. 130°, the 
last part of the ms. (fol. 130-150), and possibly the whole volume, once 
belonged to Jo. Franc. Asulanus (d'Asola: cf. Omont, Inventaire sommatre 
I, Introduction p. 1x; Vogel-Gardthausen p. 446 note 5). — Fol. 1° arg. 
to Herc. Fur.; 1" Hercules Furens; 12° Electra; 237-877 Orestes; 37—40" 
blank. This part of the ms. is written in 2 columns to a page, 28 lines to a 
column. After the intervening part of the ms. written by Varelis (fol. 41'- 
128" Christus Patiens, 129'-¥ blank), there is the other Euripidean part: 
fol. 1307-150" Electra; it is written in 30 lines to page. The two Euripidean 
portions derive from different exemplars. 

The first part, fol. 17-377 (Herc. Fur., Electra, Orestes), was transcribed 
from L (Laur. 32, 2), for it agrees with L and is free from errors of the 
Laur. 31, 1 (on this ms., cf. above, p. 364). I can quote, e.g., such concurrent 
readings of L and Paris 2714 in that first part: Herc. Fur. 49 S&pvcaro, 
149 réxoe véov (yovov om.) ; Orest. 39 8€ 835 om. ; Orest. 118 priua tò oov L, 
pygpa tov cóy Paris 2714. 
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The other Euripidean part of the ms., fol. 1307-150", containing another 
text of Electra, was transcribed from the Laur. 31, 1 (which, in its turn, 
was an apograph of L). To prove this relationship, it is enough to quote 
the following case: Electra 196 ebyais 0covs a«Bifovo' L'!P : ebxais rovs Oeovs 
ye aeBilovo’ Lt: evyais Geoiot ye aeB((ovo' Laur. 31, 1 and Paris 2714 (fol. 
132v). Thus it appears that in the Paris 2714 two disparate apographs were 
bound together in one volume. 

Readings from Paris 2714 were reported for Hercules Furens and Electra 
by Theobaldus Fix, Euripidis fabulae (Parisiis, 1843) pp. LIX ff., LXVI ff., 
with the symbol C for the former part, and D for the latter part of the ms. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2817 (cf. Omont III p. 44). 
Paper, 16'^ cent., 225 X 165 mm., 294 foll., 20 lines. Once in the library 
of Cardinal Niecoló Ridolfi (cf. above, p. 88). The preliminary folio verso, 
facing fol. 1", has an index of contents in the handwriting of Matthaeus 
Devaris, and a customary Ridolfi number in the handwriting of Nicolaus 
Sophianus: N° XXXVo: duodecime (the ms. is listed in the Ridolfi cata- 
logue in Montfaucon, Bibliotheca bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II 
p. 771 under Libri Graeci Poetict No. 36; this figure is a mistake instead 
of No. 35; the same mistake appears in Montfaucon's source, ms. Paris grec 
3074 fol. 257/25" ; the correct figure No. 35 is indicated in the Vatican copy 
of the Ridolfi catalogue: Vatic. gr. 1567 fol. 26"). — Fol. 1" Supplices; 29" 
arg. to Cycl.; 29% Cyclops; 46" arg. to Heraclid.; 46° Heraclidae; 71* arg. 
to Herc. Fur.; 71’ Hercules Furens; 103% Helena; 142" arg. to Rhes.; 142" 
Rhesus; 166" arg. to Jon; 166" Jon; 190" arg. to Iph. Taur.; 191° Iphigenia 
Taurica; 236% Iphigenia Aulidensis; 277'-294" Pentheus (= Bacchae) 1- 
755. The ms. is manifestly transcribed directly from L (Laur. 32, 2), 
because it agrees with the readings of L and the corrections of Lt (and is 
free from the peculiar errors of Laur. 31, 1): cf. Suppl. 50 moov L'P: 
roAiy Lt and Paris 2817; Suppl. 127 uiv L!P: tuy Lt and Paris 2817. 
The derivation of Paris 2817 from L was correctly stated by Kirchhoff, 
Euripidis tragoediae I p. X note *, and Prinz, Jahrbücher für classische 
Philologie 105 (1872) p. 526. 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2818 (cf. Omont III p. 41). Paper, 
early 16'^ cent. (later than February 1504 modern style, the terminus post 
quem for the ms. Naples 1I.F.41 which was partly transcribed in this ms.), 
232 X 163 mm., 212 foll. Written (except for fol. 1-2) in the handwriting 
of Michael Suliardus (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 320; 
Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles plate 38). — Fol. 1"*" arg. to 
Hippol.; 2% scholia on Hippol. 1-3 (these pages are written by a different 
hand); 3" scholia on Hippolytus; 26" scholia on Phoentssae; 48" scholia 
on Orestes; 76'-85" scholia on Hecuba ; 867—94v blank; 95" arg. to Hippol.; 
95r-125Y Hippolytus, text and scholia; 1277-1567 arg. to Med.; Medea, 
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text and scholia; 156"—160" blank; 161'-186" arg. to Androm.; Andromache, 
text and scholia; 187r* blank; 1897-212* arg. to Alc.; Alcestis, text and 
scholia. The ms. is transcribed, both in poetic text and scholia, from B 
(Paris 2713). It is enough to quote, e.g., such agreements of Paris 2818 
with B in scholia: schol. Phoen. 1 p. 245.9/10 Schwartz xéxAov émuAetovaty 
B -o Paris 2818; schol. Hippol. 10 p. 5.16 Schw. {worjpa: xai moar, 
&Aafgev B and Paris 2818; schol. Hippol. 11 p. 6.1-2 Schw. as xai xadAipayos 
paprupe: D and Paris 2818. For text agreements with B, cf.: Med. 425 érvevoe 
B! Grace supra lineam B?: érvevoe in linea Paris 2818, é&acee supra lineam 
Paris 2818; Med. 555 éx0patvoy B and Paris 2818; Alc. 672 8avey B and 
Paris 2818. Only the end of Andromache (fol. 1807-186": Androm. 954— 
end), because of the losses in B, was taken, both in text and scholia, from 
another source, viz., from the Naples II.F.41 (cf. above, p. 348). This is 
shown by characteristic agreements of the Naples II.F.41 and Paris 2818: 
e.g., cf. Androm. 983 &vudopais 8€ repirecovo’; Androm. 991 4 vpéo vs p’ oirovs 
(cf. above, p. 346) ; Androm. 1010 ebrvy5; Androm. 1028 $0óvoy Naples and 
Paris ($óvov Naples’); Androm. 1219 xeira« rade; schol. Androm. 1014 
p. 312.17 Schwartz wapedwxare; schol. Androm. 1029 p. 313.10 Schw. xai 
abr? td. It is to be stressed, however, that throughout the whole ms. the 
copyist occasionally modified the text and scholia from sources different 
from the one used in a given section, or made his own interpolations. 
Readings from the poetic text of the Paris 2818 were reported in Matthiae, 
with the symbol Par. D. Some scholia on Andromache from this ms. were 
collated or reported by Dindorf, Schol. Eur. IV, with the symbol P. or 
Par. 2818. 


Two manuscripts, Paris 2887 and Paris 2888, are parts of a complete 
apograph of L (Laur. 32, 2) — an apograph that was written by Aristobulus 
Apostolides. Both volumes are of the same size and show the same number 
of lines to page. Probably from the very beginning the apograph was sepa- 
rated in two volumes, for one volume would have been too bulky. At any 
rate, already in the library of Ianus Lascaris these were two separate 
volumes. 'Their description follows: 


Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2887 (cf. Omont III p. 55). Paper, 
end of the 15'*^ or early 16!^ cent., 161 X 115 mm., 328 numbered + 30 
unnumbered blank folios, 20 lines. Written in the handwriting of Aristo- 
bulus Apostolides (Arsenius of Monembasia) : cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber p. 43; Omont, Fac-similés XVe et XVIe siècles plates 5 
and 6. Some metrical notes from L were added in the margins in the 
handwriting of Ianus Lascaris (for a facsimile sample of his writing, cf. 
de Nolhac, La bibliothèque de Fulvio Orsini facsimile No. VI; see below, 
plate XXIV). On the last page (i.e., the last unnumbered folio verso), 


Google 


APOGRAPHS OF EXTANT MANUSCRIPTS 371 


Lascaris wrote twice the verse Eur. Cycl. 1 (R. Wünsch, Rheintsches 
Museum N.F. 51 [1896] p. 145, was mistaken in attributing these lines 
to the hand of Mareus Musurus). Former owners: Ianus Lascaris; Cardinal 
Niccolò Ridolfi (cf. above, p. 88). On the preliminary folio a", contents 
of the volume are indicated in the handwriting of Matthaeus Devaris; there 
are the old call number and the Lascaris monogram: N° 23 duodecim | 
della 87». | N°. XXIII: A7. The ms. is recorded in the list of Lascaris mss. 
published by de Nolhac, Mélanges d'archéologie et d'histoire 6 (1886) p. 258 
no. 87; and in the catalogue of Ridolfi mss. in Montfaucon, Bibliotheca 
bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770 under Libri Poetici Graeci 
no. 24 (this is & mistake, instead of 23; the same mistake occurred in 
Montfaucon’s source, ms. Paris grec 3074 fol. 24'; the correct number 
appears in Vatic. gr. 1567 fol. 25": on this ms., cf. above, p. 140). On fol. 17 
(lower margin), there is the following epigram: Zot rode eie ‘Pioi’ oux 
eireAis, eye mobevòv, | avr’ ebepyecins Adaxapis ávríBoow (the same epigram 
is written in the same handwriting in the Paris 2888 fol. 17, from which 
it is reproduced in Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVIe siècles 
I p. cLxi). This epigram is not, however, in the handwriting of Ianus 
Lascaris; it seems to be written by his son, Angelus Lascaris — the epigram 
is in the same writing as the ms. Vatic. Regin. gr. 146 (on this ms., cf. 
Stevenson, Codices manuscripti graeci Reginae. Svecorum et Pu PP. II 
p. 102; Giovanni Mercati, Opere minori III p. 143 note 4). — These are 
the contents of the Paris 2887: fol. 1" arg. to Cycl.; 1° Cyclops; 19" arg. 
to Heraclid.; 19% Heraclidae; 46" arg. to Herc. Fur.; 46%-82" Hercules 
Furens; 83°-126' Helena; 129° arg. to Ehes.; 130° Rhesus; 155" arg. to 
Ion; 156" Ion; 198" arg. to Iph. Taur.; 199% Iphigenia Taurica; 237% 
Iphigenia Aulidensis; 279° Supplices; 3107-328" Pentheus (= Bacchae) 
1-755. The ms. is transcribed from L (Laur. 32, 2), for it agrees with L 
and reproduces the interpolations of Lt — and it cannot derive from Laur. 
31, 1, because it is free from the peculiar errors of Laur. 31, 1. For the 
agreement of Paris 2887 with L and Lt, I can quote, e.g.: Cycl. 13 éyo 
avOcpevos Lt and Paris 2887: wvOopevos L!, meböpevos P!, rvGopevos otv ye P?; 
Cycl. 75 oelas LP: ceitwy Lt and Paris 2887. — Readings of the mss. Paris 
2887 and 2888 were recorded in Matthiae with the symbol Par. E; the Paris 
2887 was collated and recorded in the edition of Fix, with the symbol E. 
Both mss. were recognized by Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. x note *, 
to be an apograph of L; cf. Prinz, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 
105 (1872) p. 526.— The other part of the complete apograph is the 
following ms.: 

Paris, Bibl. Nat., Ancien fonds grec 2888 (cf. Omont III p. 55). Paper, 
end of the 15'^ or early 16 cent., 163 X 115 mm., 287 numbered + 20 
unnumbered blank folios, 20 lines. Written by Aristobulus Apostolides 
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(Arsenius of Monembasia) ; some metrical notes from L were added in 
the margins in the handwriting of Ianus Lascaris. Former owners: Janus 
Lascaris; Cardinal Niccoló Ridolfi. On a preliminary folio, the contents 
of the volume are indicated in the handwriting of Matthaeus Devaris. There 
are the usual Lascaris-Ridolfi numbers and the Lascaris monogram: N° XT. 
duodecime | A7 de la 7™. The ms. is recorded in the list of Lascaris mss. 
published by de Nolhac, Mélanges d'archéologie et d'histoire 6 (1886) p. 
258 no. 84; and in the catalogue of Ridolfi mss. in Montfaucon, Bibliotheca 
bibliothecarum manuscriptorum nova II p. 770 under Libri Poetici Graeci 
no. 11. On fol. 17, there is the same epigram for Ridolfi as in the Paris 
2887 fol. 1° (cf. above, p. 371) ; it is reproduced from Paris 2888 in Legrand, 
Bibliographie hellénique XV* et. XVI* siècles I p. cLx1; it was written 
probably by Angelus Lascaris (cf. above, loc. cit.). — Fol. 11-37* Hippolytus; 
40r arg. to Med.; 41' Medea; YI arg. to Alc.; 7?*—107* Alcestts; 1087 arg. 
to Androm.; 109° Andromache; 142°-175" Electra; 1777-207* Hecuba; 
2097—250Y Orestes; 2527-287" Phoenissae (1—1342, the rest was lost). This 
ms. is a continuation of the Paris 2887 (see above) and is likewise tran- 
scribed from L (Laur. 32, 2). Cf. Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. X 
note *. Symbol in Matthiae: Par. E. 

The same Aristobulus Apostolides wrote the ms. Paris grec 2886 con- 
taining four plays of Sophocles and five plays of Aeschylus (cf. Turyn, 
Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 31; Studies in Sophocles p. 184; Aeschylus 
pp. 21f.). The ms. has practically the same size (165 X 111 mm.) as the 
above mss. Paris 2887 and 2888, and shows likewise 20 lines to page. On 
the connection of the three mss. Paris 2886, 2887, 2888: cf. Petrus Elmsley, 
Euripidis Bacchae (Lipsiae, 1822) p. vir note d. 

Prague, Národní a Universitní Knihovna, deposit from Roudnice nad 
Labem, Lobkovická Knihovna, VI.Fe.43 (cf. Gollob, Sitzungsberichte der 
philosophisch-historischen Classe der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften 146. Band [Wien, 1903] VII. Abhandlung pp. 120 f.; Turyn, 
Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 33; Studies 1n Sophocles p. 188; Vittorio De 
Marco, “ Gli scolii alEdipo a Colono di Sofocle e la loro tradizione mano- 
scritta," Società Nazionale di Scienze Lettere ed Arti Napoli. Rendiconti 
della Accademia di Archeologia Lettere e Belle Arti N.S. 26 [1951] pp. 
2,6f.; Vittorio De Marco, Scholia in Sophoclis Oedipum Coloneum [Romae, 
<1952>] pp. vif.). Paper, early 16 cent., 20 X 15 cm., 412 pages. The 
ms. divides into two parts: pages 1-206 containing scholia on Sophocles — 
and pages 207—398 containing scholia on Euripides. — Page 207 arg. to 
Hippol.; pp. 208—307 scholia on Hippolytus; p. 308 blank; p. 309 arg. to 
Alc.; pp. 309—329 scholia on Alcestis; pp. 330—332 blank; p. 333 arg. to 
Med. ; pp. 334—375 scholia on Medea; pp. 376-398 scholia on Andromache; 
pp. 399—412 blank. This ms. a descendant of B (Paris 2713), as is shown 
by such concurrent readings of the two mss., e.g.: arg. Hippol. p. 2.1 
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Schwartz 8éArov] BígAov; schol. Hippol. 3 p. 3.14 Schw. veavioxov; schol. 
Hippol. 11 p. 6.1/2 Schw. és xai kaAMpaxos paprupei; Schol. Androm. 5 
p. 123.19 Dindorf (in schol. Androm., I quote Dindorf for easier reference 
to B which, in this play, was disregarded by Schwartz) r9 ypovw iv’ 7 om. 

But the Roudnice ms. was copied not from B directly, but from an apo- 
graph of B, the Florence Laur. 91 sup. 6 (cf. above, p. 365), so that the 
Roudnice ms. is an indirect descendant of B. The Roudnice ms. shares 
with the Laur. 91 sup. 6 a characteristic sequence of the plays commented 
(modified in relation to B). The direct derivation of the Roudnice ms. 
from the Laur. 91 sup. 6 is demonstrated by such agreements of the two 
mss., e.g.: schol. Androm. 51 p. 130.8 Dindorf yirnoato B: 7rícaro Laur. 91 
sup. 6 and Roudnice; schol. Androm. 80 p. 131.27 Dind. fonfeicaí on B: 
BonOnoe co. Laur. 91 sup. 6 and Roudnice; schol. Androm. 94 p. 133.1 
Dindorf èr: oróparos B: éri oróoraros Laur. 91 sup. 6, érwróraros Roudnice. 
The Roudnice ms. occasionally spoils the text in relation to the Laur. 91 
sup. 6: cf. schol. Androm. 106 p. 134.1 Dind. (6 xuuóvaws in the text B, 
no lemma in the margin B) lemma 6 xuuovas Laur. 91 sup. 6: 6 xAóvas 
Roudnice. 

The Laur. 91 sup. 6 was copied from B by Aristobulus Apostolides and 
Ianus Lascaris. It is interesting that the first part of the Roudnice ms., 
containing scholia on Sophocles, was copied from Laur. Conv. Soppr. 142 
which was partly written by Aristobulus Apostolides and owned by Petrus 
Candidus of Santa Maria degli Angeli in Florence (cf. Turyn, Studies 1n 
Sophocles p. 186; Pfeiffer, Callimachus II p. Lvi). Now, the Laur. 91 
sup. 6, which was the source of the Euripidean scholia in the Roudnice ms., 
was likewise owned by the same Petrus Candidus. This would point to the 
possibility that both components of the Roudnice ms. were transcribed at 
the same time in Florence, from manuscripts of the Candidus collection, 
probably early in the 16'^ century. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Barberini graec. 90 (et. Seymour de Ricci, 
Revue des bibliothéques 17 [1907] p. 90; I have seen the proofs of the 
forthcoming catalogue by Valentino Canoseiy, Paper, 16'^ cent., 21 X 15 
cm., 1+ 256 foll, 20 lines to page for the scholia on Euripides. — Fol. 
1'-80* old scholia on Hippolytus (3—1466) ; 817-1357 on Medea (1-1386) ; 
1377-145" on Alcestis (21145) ; 1467-160" on Andromache (1—781) ; 1617 
178" on Hippolytus (1-1464) ; 1797-187" on Medea (4-1415) ; 187—197" 
on Aicestis (12-1153); 197*—-204' on Andromache (51-1265/6). The 
copyist transcribed scholia from B (Paris 2713), copying scholia from each 
play in two sets: the large marginal scholia — and the smaller scholia 
written close to the verses or between the verses. The agreement of the 
Barberini scholia with B is quite obvious: ef. schol. Hippol. 3 p. 3.14 
Schwartz veavíexov B and Barberini 90; schol. Hippol. 11 p. 6.1/2 as xai 
x«aAA(paxos paprupe B and Barberini 90. But the Barberini scribe, while 
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transcribing B, compared the scholia with the text of Arsenius’ edition of 
scholia and occasionally interpolated his transcript from Arsenius (he did 
it especially on folios 1617-2047) : cf. schol. Hippol. 4 p. 4.18 wacas B: 
masus 6€ Arsenius and Barberini 90; schol. Hippol. 3 p. 4.16 oixovvras B: 
xatouwovvras Arsenius and Barberini 90. Yet, Barberini 90 does not simply 
transcribe Arsenius: cf. schol. Hippol. 3 p. 4.14 Aéyg B and Barberini 90: 
om. Arsenius. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Ottoboni graec. 339 (cf. above, pp. 355, 341). 
In this ms., the scholia on Hecuba were copied directly from R (Vatic. 
1135). 

Va — Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Palatin. graec. 98 (cf. above, pp. 91 f.). 
This is a copy of the Vatican. 909 (V). 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vatican. graec. 1421 (cf. de Nolhac, La biblio- 
thèque de Fulvio Orsini p. 166 note 5; Elmsley, Euripidis Medea [1822] 
p. VIII; Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. vit note *; Schultz, Die hand- 
schriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 26; Irigoin, Histoire du 
tezte de Pindare p. 439; Wittek, Scriptorium 6 [1952] p. 318). Paper, 
14° cent., 240 X 157 mm., 244 foll., 17 lines. Ownership entries (fol. 1"): 
Francisci Barbari senensis patricii. Then: Alvizt Barbari (cf. de Nolhac, 
loc. cit.). On fol. 1r: ez libris fuluij Vrsint. The ms. once was Greek ms. 
35 in the library of Fulvio Orsini. — Fol. 137° arg. to Htppol.; 137% Hippo- 
lytus; 180° arg. to Med.; 180—199 Medea (1-244, 282-765). The ms. 
was transcribed from B (Paris 2713). These are, e.g., concurrent readings 
of B and Vatic. 1421: arg. Hippol. p. 2.1 Schwartz 8€Aroy] BiBAov B and 
Vatic. 1421; Medea 24 ddyndon B and Vatic. 1421; Med. 185 om. B** and 
Vatic. 1421 (add. B»*). 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 470 (No. di collocazione 824). Cf. 
above, pp. 158 f. The part of this ms. with which we deal here comprises: 
Andromache, Hippolytus, Medea (1-730, 825 iepas — 1028, 1134-1338), 
with arguments to these plays and sparse scholia on Andromache 4-651. 
In these plays, the Venice 470 copied either the ms. Venice 471 (— M) or 
the ms. Athos Iber. 161 (= W: cf. above, pp. 325 ff.). 

Andromache (with argument) and Hippolytus ca. 32—328 were copied 
from M. This is shown, e.g., by such concurrent readings of M and Venice 
470: Androm. 23 versus omissus, 119 yévav, 165 xpovowecciv M xpovreceiv 
Venice 470; Androm. 246 àzoBAémeov, 248 éAévqv (vw OM.), 276 réxos, 292 
rdAaway, 296 Beoriuor M Geowiw Venice 470; Androm. 351 BovrAow’, 384 
yé por, 438 ye] èv; Hippol. 92 kat] xe, 132 xoirg om., 199 div, 271 éAéyxovs] 
évvérovoa. Even in the sections copied from M, the scribe of the Venice 470 
occasionally was influenced by his other source, the Athos ms. W: cf. Hippol. 
190 xoùx čati TOvov áváravo om. Le*PW and Venice 470 (habent ML»). 

Hippolytus, argument and text lines ca. 1-31 and ca. 329-1466, and 
Medea, with argument (and text lines as extant in the Venice 470), were 
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copied from the Athos Iber. 161 (W). The very omission in the Venice 
470 of the Medea lines that were lost in the Athos Iber. 161 (cf. above, 
p. 325) shows the derivation of the Venice 470 in this play. For charac- 
teristic agreements of these two mss. within the pertinent parts of Venice 
470, cf. such concurrent readings of Athos Iber. 161 (W) and Venice 470: 
Hippol. 20 wv] yàp, 348 dAywrov 6, 374 wedAwmias, 480 é£eipouay, 500 ra8'] 
royÓ', 1229 rérpwpov evanuit in W: spatio vacuo relicto om. Venice 470; 
Medea 39 yé wv, 127 Bpwroict, 366 eco’, 367 xndeipaciv, 460 rò cov (56 om.), 
868 yvvac om. 

The disparate derivation of these plays in the Venice 470 from two 
different sources explains the inconsistency of its text (cf. Murray, Euripidis 
fabulae I p. [xv]). Since both sources of the Venice 470 for these plays 
are accessible, the Venice 470 itself should be disregarded as a completely 
worthless apograph. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco 620 (No. di collocazione 890). Cf. 
Zanetti-Bongiovanni, Graeca D. Marc Bibliotheca codicum manu scrip- 
torum pp. 316 f.; Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. vir note *. The 
volume is composed of disparate parts. Paper, 14th cent., 220 X 145 mm., 
367 foll. Former owner: Giovanni Battista Recanati, 1687-1734 (cf. Frati, 
Dizionario bio-bibliografico det bibliotecari e bibliofili italiani pp. 484 f.). — 
Fol. 1" Hippolytus (63—end) ; 32* arg. to Androm.; 33'-33" arg. to Medea. 
The text of Hippolytus and the arguments to Andromache and to Medea 
are copied from A (Paris 2712) as is shown by such concurrent readings 
of A and Venice 620: Hippol. 691 om.; Hippol. 700 xápra y' év; arg. to 
Androm. p. 245.6/7 Schwartz 4 acus mpòs rijv dvüpouáysv; p. 245.9/10 
Schw. avevpov kai rò madiov; arg. to Med. p. 137.5 Schw. eis om. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco IX 10 (No. di collocazione 1160). 
Once in the library of SS. Giovanni e Paolo under no. 37: cf. Berardelli, 
Nuova Raccolta d'opuscoli scientifici e filologici 20 (1770) p. 196. Parch- 
ment, early 16 cent., 31 X 22 cm., 272 foll, 20 lines. The ms. is written 
in the handwriting of Ianus Lascaris: see below, plate XXIV; cf. de Nolhac, 
La bibliothèque de Fulvio Orsini facsimile No. VI (the ms. is not listed 
in Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber pp. 157 f.). At the end of 
the volume, on fol. 272", an epigram was written by Ianus Lascaris, 
obviously composed by himself in honor of Marcus <Musurus) and praising 
Musurus' editorship of the Aldine edition of Euripides of 1503 (modern 
style 1504). In this connection, I should like to mention a poetic tribute 
of Lascaris to Musurus in Latin, an epigram by Lascaris In M. Musurum 
(I have seen the edition: 'Idvov Aacxdpews tod ‘PuvSaxyvot értypáppara. lani 
Lascaris rhyndaceni epigrammata. [Parisiis, 1544] fol. 167). 

We have to assume that subsequently Musurus became the owner of this 
Venice IX 10, for there is a note on its preliminary folio verso (facing 
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fol. 1") written by Musurus (for his writing, cf. above, p. 259 note 243). 
This is the note: Të evyevé povcov re Tpojípe xai xapirov, TaxwBw re 
gipaboxoAw. The next owner must have been, accordingly, Jacob Simae- 
thocolus. — Fol. 1" Hecuba; 33' arg. to Orest.; 34° Orestes; 86° arg. to 
Phoen.; 87* Phoenissae; 135! arg. to Hippol.; 136'-179Y Hippolytus; 180 
blank; 181" arg. to Med.; 181% Medea; 215' arg. to Alc.; 2157 Alcestts; 
249r arg. to Androm.; 242-272" Andromache. Byzantine scholia on Hec. 
3-507; old scholia on Hec. 533-end and the other plays. The ms., both 
in text and in scholia, is transcribed from B (Paris 2713), which was 
owned by Lascaris (cf. above, p. 87). This explains why scholia on a part 
of Hecuba are Byzantine, for the beginning of B has a Byzantine replace- 
ment (cf. above, p. 88). The scholia were transcribed from B with some 
selection; on the other hand, some comments were added by the copyist 
in red ink. To prove the derivation of the Venice IX 10 from B, I 
can adduce this striking agreement: schol. Hec. 1267 p. 89.14 Schwartz 
dápua(-xov om. in fine lineae) Opna(-cas èw om. in spatio vacuo) caviar B: 
$apuáÜpgs cavyícv Venice IX 10. Lascaris, the copyist of the Venice IX 10, 
followed B in the poetic text, but occasionally introduced also some readings 
from L (which he knew: cf. above, p. 228), e.g.: Med. 282 wapapzicyay L 
and Venice IX 10; Med. 816 cóv oréppa LP and Venice IX 10, but he did 
not transcribe L. Kirchhoff, Euripidis tragoediae I p. X note *, erroneously 
thought that the Venice IX 10 is an apograph of L. 

Venice, Biblioteca Marciana, greco IX 11 (No. di collocazione 1196). 
Cf. above, pp. 160, 361. In this ms., written by Ioannes Rhosus, the Medea 
agrees with the Medea of the Copenhagen 417 (cf. above, pp. 329 ff.) so 
exactly that the Venice text of the Medea appears quite obviously to be 
an apograph of the Copenhagen ms. For characteristic agreements of 
Copenhagen 417 and Venice IX 11 in the Medea, cf.: Med. 4 runas’ revxn 
Copenhagen 417 and Venice IX 11; Med. 32 á$ixro Copenh. and Venice; 


33 viv] ww Copenh. and Venice; 63 pacas Copenh.: $pácawy Venice; 68 
méccovs Copenh, and Venice; 69 vpívss Copenh. and Venice; 531 róćos] 
tò du Copenh.? and Venice. The Venice ms. has some errors of its own: 
Med. Y wAxias Copenh.: éwAxias Venice. 

Wolfenbiittel, Herzog August Bibliothek, cod. Gudianus graec. 15 (cf. 
above, pp. 61 ff.). A later part of the volume, fol. 1007-138", containing 
Andromache, has its poetic text transcribed from P (Palat. 287) — and 
some old scholia. They derive basically from the tradition represented in 
the Andromache scholia of the mss. Naples II.F.41, Naples Vindob. 17, 
Ottobon. 339 (cf. above, p. 347), but there is some influence also of the 
Vatican scholia of V. The Wolfenbiittel text and scholia of the Andromache 
were most probably transcribed in the ms. Turin C.V.3, which was destroved 
by fire in 1904 (cf. above, p. 61 note 101: below. p. 385). 
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I append in the following notes on some Euripidean manuscripts in such 
categories: transcripts of printed editions, manuscripts lost or destroyed, 
manuscripts disregarded, and a manuscript not yet examined. 


TRANSCRIPTS OF PRINTED EDITIONS 


There are a few mss. of the 16 century that appear at once, almost 
without further analysis, to be copies of parts of printed Renaissance edi- 
tions of Euripides. These copies, mostly West European manuscripts, are 
in most cases easily recognizable by their peculiar appearance related to 
the layout of a printed edition. The most striking features of such mss. 
are: ornamental or large initials of the first line of a play, use of capital 
initials in proper names, quotation marks (“) in the margin opposite lines 
with gnomic contents or contents that may be considered aphoristic, peculiar 
division of lines in the lyrics exactly reproducing the arrangement of 
printed editions, and many specific readings or errors of the printed vulgate 
as propagated from Aldus on — or specific readings of a single edition. 
In each case, it was possible to establish the particular edition from which 
& given ms. was transcribed. At any rate, these mss. are worthless. I 
examined their samples and, on the basis of a partial examination of those 
mss., I present the following list of transcripts from printed editions: 39? 


*** T have examined samples of the below mss. for some characteristic readings of 
the following printed editions: 

Lascaris (ca. 1494) = «Euripides, Medea, Hippolytus, Alcestis, Andromache. Edited 
by Ianus Lascaris. Florence, ca. 1494.5 Printed in capital letters; no title page. 
Cf. Legrand, Bibliographie hellénique XVe et XVIe siècles I pp. 40 f.; cf. above, p. 87 
note 142. I used a reproduction of a copy in the Pierpont Morgan Library in New 
York; this copy formerly belonged to the British Museum. 

Aldus (1504) = Evpuridov. rpaywdla éwrraxaldexa: dy Éyuac per’ erryjoewy’ Evripidis 
tragoediae septendecim, ex quib. quaedam habent commentaria. (at the end: Venetiis 
apvd Aldvm mense Febrvario- M-p-mI-) 18 plays (without Electra) in 2 volumes; 
no scholia. 

Erasmus (1524) = E'vpurióov rpayurdlar Bóo E'káfy kal I'Qvyéreia év A'vMBbi Evripidis 
tragoediae dvae, Hecuba & Iphigenia in Aulide, Latinae factae, Des, Erasmo Rotero- 
damo interprete. (Apvd inclytam Basileam, An. M.D.XXIIII.) 

Hervagius! (1537) = Evpirıðov rpaywðıaı oxrwxaldexa.  Evripidis tragoediae octo- 
decim (Basileae apud Ioan. Heruagium anno, M.D.xxxvII. mense Martio.) in 2 volumes. 

Hervagius? (1544) = Evpuridov. rpaywðiaı oxrwxaldexa.  Evripidis tragoediae octo- 
decim (Basileae per Ioannem Heruagium, Anno M.D.xLIII. Mense Septembri.) 
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Bologna, Biblioteca Universitaria, 1766 (cf. Olivieri, Studi Italiani ds 
filologia classica 3 [1895] p. 389; T. W. Allen, Classical Review 3 [1889] 
p. 253; Martin Wittek, Scriptorium 6 [1952] p. 311). Paper, 16" cent., 
150 X 104 mm., 111 + 121 foll., 25-27 lines. — Fol. 1° arg. to Hec.; 2-26" 
Hecuba; 27" index personarum to Iph. Aul.; 277-59* Iphigenia Aulidensts. 
The ms. is a copy of the Aldine edition: cf. Hec. 249 Sr’ eéwepya re Aldus, 
Erasmus, Hervagius, Canter, and Bologna 1766: 87a o’ ¿éred re Brubach ; 
Hec. 291 rois habent Aldus, Erasmus, Brubach, Bologna: om. Hervagius, 
Canter; Iph. Aul. 164 dui wap’ dxriay Aldus, Erasmus, Hervagius, and 
Bologna: audi rapaxriay Brubach, Canter. The Erasmus edition is excluded 
as possible source: cf. Hec. 52 & om. Erasmus: habent Aldus, Hervagius, 
Brubach, Canter, Bologna. Then, the editions of Hervagius, Brubach, Canter 
are excluded by the situations in Hec. 249 and Hec. 291. 

Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, 32 (cf. Vitelli, Studi Italiani di filologia 
classica 2 [1894] pp. 493 f.). Paper, 1615 cent., 30 X 22 cm., 181 foll., 20 
lines. According to Vitelli, the handwriting is that of Michael Rocha 
(Roccha, Rocca), pupil of Petrus Victorius (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die 
griech. Schreiber p. 454). — Fol. 1—36" Iphigenia Taurica; 81 index per- 
sonarum to Hippol.; 82"—116" Hippolytus; 120% index personarum to Jon; 
121'-143vY Jon (1-968) ; 1447-181" Phoenissae (193—end). Marginal notes 
in Latin and Greek. This is clearly a transcript of a printed edition: cf. 
Phoen. 198 85A«ov yévos pv Aldus, Hervagius, Riccardi 32: OyAciwv yévos | 
čv | Brubach: 65Ae(ov épv Canter. The ms. must be a copy of Hervagius?: 
cf. Phoen. 384 éAnAv6a Aldus, Hervagius!, Brubach: &AgAv6as Hervagius?, 
Canter, Riccardi 32; Hippol. 545 oiyaAMa Aldus, Hervagius', Brubach: 
oixaàiav Hervagius?, Canter, Riccardi 32. The Canter edition is eliminated 
as & possible source in view of the situation in Phoen. 198, where the 
Riccardi 32 follows an interpolation from which Canter is free. In some 
parts (e.g., at the beginning of Hippolytus), the Riccardi 32 departs from 
Hervagius? and seems to follow another printed edition. 

Florence, Biblioteca Riccardiana, 61 (cf. Vitelli, Studi Italiani di filologia 
classica 2 [1894] pp. 510 f.). Paper, 16% cent., 15 X 11 cm., 111 +295 t 1 


Brubach! (ca. 1558) = Evpuriüov. rpaywðıaı édxrwxaidexa, wy ra Óróuara dy ry éiíms 
éupjoes cerid:. Evripidis Tragoediae octodecim, Quarum nomina in sequenti inuenies 
pagina: (Frankfort, ca, 15585). 19 plays, including Electra at the end. 

Brubach? (ca. 1560) = Evpuribov rpaywdiac dxrwxaidexa, dy» Trà Órónara v rj ét5s 
éupjoeas ceXl:. Evripidia Tragoediae octodecim, Quarum nomina in sequenti inuenies 
pagina: (<Frankfort, ca. 15605). 18 plays, without Electra. 

Canter (1571) = Evpuridov rpaywdiar 00. Evripidis Tragoediae XIX. opera Gvlielmi 
Canteri Vltraiectini. (Antvverpiae, M.D.LXXI.) 

In the case of Hervagius, if I do not specify the edition, it means that both 
editions agree in a given reading. The same procedure is followed for Brubach. 
Readings of the above editions are in most cases recorded conveniently in Matthiae. 
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foll. The ms. is composed of 6 fascicles. Fascicle 5, folios 108—207 of the 
volume, has 111 + 85 + x1 foll., and contains: fol. 1117 arg. to Phoen. ; 1137- 
196" Phoenissae ; Greek text on right-hand pages (with a Latin translation 
on facing left-hand pages), written by Lorenzo Giacomini (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 257), with a note (on fol. 1967) 
dated August 21, 1567. The writing of the Greek text is identical with 
that of the Sophocles ms. Riccardi 89, subscribed by 6 Aavpévrtos Iaxwpuvios 
in 1565 (cf. Vitelli, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 2 [1894] p. 531) 
and copied from the second Junta edition (1547) of Sophocles (cf. Turyn, 
Studies in Sophocles pp. 200 f.). The Riccardi 61 is transcribed from 
Aldus: cf. Phoen. 159 rov érra mapÜévov Aldus, Hervagius, Riccardi 61: 
érrà mapÜévoy Brubach, Canter; Phoen. 198 65Acíov yévos épv Aldus, Her- 
vagius, Riccardi 61: OyAcwv yévos | čġv | Brubach: 65A«(ov čġv Canter; 
Phoen. 247 réxae Aldus, Hervagius!, réxea Riccardi 61 (obviously, by its 
own correction): réxva Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter. The Hervagius! edi- 
tion is excluded as possible source: cf. Phoen. 372 vpxés Hervagius! : évpnrès 
Aldus, Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter, Riccardi 61. The Hervagius? edition 
is excluded, e.g., by the case Phoen. 247. 

Leiden, Bibliotheek der Rijks-Universiteit, cod. Perizonianus O 18 (cf. 
«K. A. de Meyier,» Bibliotheca Universitatis Leidensis. Codices manuscripti 
IV: Codices Perizoniam [Lugduni Batavorum, 1946] pp. 117 ff.; Geel, 
Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum qui 1nde ab anno 1741 Bibliothecae 
Lugduno Batavae accesserunt p. 3% under no. 125). Paper, beginning of 
the 16'^ cent. (partly written in 1500 a.p.), 16 X 10 cm., 79 foll. Written 
by Arnoldus Thomas of Hassel — 'ApvoA8os opas ‘AconAAeds (cf. Vogel- 
Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 45), who subscribed the first part of 
the ms. that precedes Euripides (on fol. 16") in 1500; and the Euripides 
part (on fol. 67"), without indication of the year. Since the Euripides 
part is copied from Aldus, the copyist must have done it at the earliest 
after February, 1504 (1503 Venice style). — Fol. 16" excerpts on Euripi- 
des; 17' epigrams on Euripides; 17% Vita (Moschopulean) ; 18" rov abro 
sept cidwAov; 18% Vita (Thomano-Triclinian) ; 19" arg. to Hec. (Thomano- 
Triclinian) ; 217-40" Hecuba; 41" excerpts from Euripides; 41"—67*Y Iphi- 
genia Aulidensis. For agreements with printed editions, cf.: Hec. 249 857 
eééxepya re Aldus, Erasmus, Hervagius, Canter, and Perizonianus: jra 
o” éféreg)á re Brubach; Hec. 291 rois habent Aldus, Erasmus, Brubach, 
Perizonianus: om. Hervagius, Canter; Iph. Aul. 164 audi map’ dxríay Aldus, 
Erasmus, Hervagius, Canter, Perizonianus: audi rapaxriay Brubach, Canter. 
The Erasmus edition is excluded as a possible source: cf. Hec. 52 9' om. 
Erasmus: habent Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter, Perizonianus. In 
view of the presumable approximate date of the ms., its constant agreement 
with Aldus and its disagreements with later printed editions (cf. Hec. 291 
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against Hervagius and Canter, Hec. 249 against Brubach), we have to 
assume that Arnoldus Thomas copied it from the Aldine edition. 


London, British Museum, Sloane 1774 (cf. Richard, Inventaire des manu- 
scrits grecs du British. Museum I p. 1; E. Maunde Thompson, Classical 
Review 2 [1888] p. 173; Ayscough, A Catalogue of the Manuscripts pre- 
served in the British Museum hitherto undescribed II p. 848). Paper, 16:5 
cent., 162 X 114 mm., 45 foll., 13-14 lines. — Fol. 1°45" Hippolytus (1- 
1373). Marginal notes in Latin and Greek. The ms. is copied from Aldus: 
cf. Hippol. 575 éri oraca Aldus, Hervagius!, Sloane 1774: érwracac Las- 
caris, Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter; Hippol. 635 xaipov Aldus, Hervagius!. 
Sloane™: yafpwy Lascaris, Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter, in marg. Sloane?*; 
Hippol. 1197 xami Savpias Aldus, Hervagius!, Sloane: xamdavpias Lascaris, 
xamtéavpias Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter. The Hervagius? edition is excluded 
as a possible source of the Sloane ms.: cf. Hippol. 17 av’ habent Lascaris, 
Aldus, Brubach, Sloane: om. Hervagius!, Hervagius?, Canter; Hippol. 85 
Aóyows ápetBopac Lascaris, Aldus, Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter, Sloane: 
Aóxoss dpeíBopac Hervagius!. The Sloane text is, however, contaminated 
with readings from Lascaris. The influence of Lascaris is visible quite 
clearly in such cases, e.g.: Hippol. 48 xaAóv in textu et xaxòy in margine 
Lascaris, Sloane: xaxóv Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter; Hippol. 53 
rómov Lascaris: Souwy Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter: rorwy in textu 
et Sopwy in margine Sloane. 

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 258 (cf. Hardt, Catalogus 
codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae III 
[1806] pp. 92 ff.). Paper, 16 cent., 21 X 16 cm., 242 foll. 15 lines for 
the poetic text. Written by several hands. — Fol. 1" Phoenissae, with Mos- 
chopulean scholia written by a different hand; 58° arg. to Medea; 597-106: 
Medea, with some scholia; 107" arg. to Hippol., 108° Hippolytus, with some 
scholia; 1577 scholia on Phoenissae; 177" scholia on Medea; 1937-230" 
scholia on Hippolytus; two unnumbered blank folios; 231'-237' scholia on 
Andromache ; 238—242" scholia on Alcestts. The ms. comprises two sections 
derived from different sources. 

The poetic texts of Phoentssae, Medea, and Hippolytus (fol. 17-156") 
were transcribed from a printed edition: cf. Phoen. 5 yzv 0«ov Aldus, Her- 
vagius, Brubach, Munich 258: yyv Canter; Phoen. 159 róv érrà mapÜcvov 
Aldus, Hervagius, Munich 258: érra sapÜévov Brubach, Canter; Med. 61 
Scomorars Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter, Munich 258: 8ecmóras Las- 
caris; Hippol. 139 xpvrro re Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter, Munich 
258: xpvrro Lascaris; Hippol. 635 xaipov Aldus, Hervagius!, Munich 258: 
xatpoy Lascaris, Hervagius?, Drubach, Canter. This case narrows down the 
range of possible sources to Aldus and Hervagius'. The Hervagius? edition 
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is eliminated as a conceivable source by the situation in Med. 749 ons habent 
Lascaris, Aldus, Brubach, Munich 258: om. Hervagius!, Hervagius?, Canter. 
Thus it is to be concluded that the Munich 258 transcribed the poetic texts 
of Phoenissae, Medea, and Hippolytus from the Aldine edition. 

The scholia section (fol. 1577-242"), comprising scholia on Phoentssae, 
Medea, Hippolytus, Andromache, Alcestis, was copied from Arsenius (I 
quote the scholia edition of Dindorf for easier reference to Arsenius): cf. 
schol. Phoen. 4 p. 32.16 Dindorf ápuowaxóv Arsenius and Munich 258; 
p. 33.13 Dind. ázowíav] airíav Arsenius and Munich 258; schol. Med. 1 
p. 5.14 Dind. $iva.] civarı Arsenius and Munich 258; schol. Med. 10 p. 8.3 
Dind. Aygw] xryow Arsenius, xriow Munich 258; schol. Alc. 96 p. 94.3 
Dind. éyAous xopis Arsenius, óyAov xopis Munich 258. 

Naples, Biblioteca Nazionale, II.F.41 (cf. above, p. 345). In this ms., the 
argument to Hecuba and the text of Hippolytus 1078—end are copied from 
Aldus. 

Paris, Bibliothéque Nationale, Ancien fonds grec 2816 (cf. Omont, In- 
ventaire sommaire III p. 44). Paper, 16 cent., 173 X 130 mm., 81 pages. — 
Page 1 arg. to Med.; pp. 8-80 Medea (1-763). Marginal notes; Latin 
translation (ending on page 81). The Greek text is transcribed from the 
first Hervagius edition: cf. Medea 118 mað? Lascaris, Aldus, Hervagius?, 
Brubach, Canter: ra6.6’ Hervagius? and Paris 2816; Med. 200 iva 8 évdeervos 
Lascaris, tva 8' evdervo. Aldus, Canter: tva. eiócevervoc Hervagius', Hervagius?, 
Paris 2816: iy’ évüervo. Brubach; Med. 324 py xpos ce yosvov Lascaris: 
py mpos yovarwy Aldus, Hervagius!, Hervagius?, Brubach, Paris 2816; Med. 
749 ons habent Lascaris, Aldus, Brubach: om. Hervagius!, Hervagius?, 
Canter, Paris 2816. The Paris 2816 follows in a consistent and exclusive 
way the Hervagius! edition (cf. Med. 118). The copyist of Paris 2816 had 
at his disposal other editions and made occasional references to them in 
marginal notes. 

Rome, Biblioteca Angelica, greco 24 (once B.3.15; cf. Franchi de’ Cava- 
lieri-Muccio, Stud: Italiani di filologia classica 4 [1896] p. 52). Paper, 
16'^ cent., 237 X 164 mm., Iv + 234 foll. — Fol. 17-2v, 2337-234' scholia on 
Hippolytus 3—48 (Dindorf, Schol. Eur. I p. 13.11—82.20). These scholia 
agree with Arsenius and seem to be a transcript from Arsenius, as is shown, 
e.g., by such agreements of Arsenius and the Angelicus 24: schol. Hippol. 
3 p. 74.8 Dindorf wdons; schol. Hippol. 11 p. 75.16 Dind. êv pydeia puoi; 
schol. Hippol. 24 p. 77.21 Dind. vogca«] yevéota:. 

Toledo, Biblioteca Capitular de la Catedral, 102-33 (cf. Graux-Martin, 
Nouvelles Archives des missions scientifiques et littéraires 2 [1892] pp. 
295 f.; José M.* Octavio de Toledo, Catálogo de la Libreria del Cabildo 
Toledano I [Biblioteca de la Revista de Archivos, Bibliotecas y Museos III. 
Madrid, 1903] pp. 97 f. under no. CXCI; Giovanni Card. Mercati, Note 
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per la storia di alcune biblioteche romane nei secoli XVI-XIX [Studi e 
Testi, 164] p. 79 note 1). Paper, 16!5 cent., 215 X 146 mm., 1v + 102 + 1v 
foll, 22 lines. The ms. was wrongly attributed (by Graux-Martin and 
Octavio de Toledo) to the 17*5 century; Card. Mercati pointed out that 
because of its connection with Frosino Lapini (fl. 1553-1567) and Annibale 
Rinuccini (fl. 1561) the ms. should be assigned to the 16t! century. Former 
owners: Annibale Rinuccini (fol. 1": Annibalis Rinuccinj kai rwv piy avrov) ; 
Cardinal Francisco Xavier de Zelada (1717—-1801).— Fol. 1* Euphros. 
Lapini que de Euripide poëta à Graecis scriptoribus et Latinis prodita sunt 
explicatio p(er)breuis (in Latin); 6" In eum ertant haec epigrammata 
(Greek epigrams on Euripides); 7° arg. to Ion; 8'-80* Ion (Greek text 
on rectos, Latin translation on versos); 81-84 blank; 857r-102r Graeca 
Euripidis in Tragedia, cuius titulus est Ion, cum Latinis collata. Euphr. 
Lapino docente. The text of Jon was copied from the Aldine edition: cf. 
Ion 1118 piav Ova. Aldus, Hervagius!, Brubach, a.c. Toledo ms.: puavOyva 
Hervagius?, Canter (piavOjva p.c. Toledo); Jon 1539 éecA0cv Aldus, Her- 
vagius!, Brubach, Toledo: eicgA0cv Hervagius?, Canter; Jon 1594 xexdAnobe 
Aldus, Hervagius', Toledo: xexAnofa: Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter. The 
derivation of the Toledo ms. from the Aldine edition (and not from another 
printed text) is shown by the fact that the Toledo ms. agrees with Aldus 
only in avoiding an error of the other editions, e.g., Jon 77 dv Aldus, Toledo: 
éy Hervagius, Brubach, Canter. Moreover, cf.: Jon 77 èx paĝe Aldus, Toledo: 
éxuabe Hervagius, Brubach, Canter; Jon. 214 éxnBoAys Aldus, Toledo: éy- 
Bóàns Hervagius, Brubach, Canter. 

Tyrnavos (Thessaly), Pvuváctovy, 34 (cf. Anunrpios M. Xdppos,  IIlaAauo- 
ypad«xà épavicopara èx @eooaNias,” 'Erernpis ‘Eratpetas Bufavrwav Irovdev 12 
[1936] pp. 418 f.). Paper, 16 cent., 190 x 128 mm., 270 foll., 19 lines. 
There are notes (on fol. 104") by the scribe of the ms., pertaining to the 
years 1560—1565. — Fol. 105" arg. to Hec.; 107" Hecuba; 140Y arg. to Orest. ; 
1427-1867 Orestes. The ms. is obviously a transcript from the second edition 
of Hervagius: cf. Orest. 1212 , ei ra8’, evrvynoopev, Hervagius? (this punctua- 
tion appearing only in Hervagius?) and Tyrnavos ms.: , ei rdó' ebrvynooper, 
Aldus, Hervagius!, Canter: , ei rad’ evrvyyoopev.. Brubach ; Orest. 1214/1215 
(beginnings of the lines) xai 8) wéAas — rov yàp xpóvov Aldus, Brubach: 
ToU ù wéAas — kai yàp xpóvov Hervagius!: xai 875 wéAas — xai yàp xpóvov 
Hervagius?, Canter, and Tyrnavos ms. The case Orest. 1212 clearly indi- 
cates that the Hervagius? edition was the source of the Tyrnavos ms. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Barberini graec. 207 (once II 28; cf. Seymour 
de Ricci, Revue des bibliothèques 17 [1907] p. 97). Paper, 16'^ cent., 
284 X 206 mm., 11 + 69 foll.— Fol. 87-44" Iphigenia Taurica (1-984). 
There is a Latin interlinear translation for Iph. Taur. 1-259. 'The ms. is 
a transcript of the Canter edition: cf. Iph. Taur. 9 xrvyaiow Aldus, Brubach : 
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zrvxais Hervagius, Canter, and Barberini 207; Iph. Taur. 106 éraAAaxOcvres 
Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach: áraAAax0éyre Canter and Barberini 207; Iph. 
Taur. 250 év(vyov Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach: ov{vyou Canter and Barberini 
207; Iph. Taur. 397 Evporas Aldus, Hervagius!: Etpewas Hervagius?, Bru- 
bach, Canter and Barberini 207. The cases Iph. Taur. 106 and Iph. Taur. 
250 point to the Canter edition as the source of Barberini 207. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Ottoboni graec. 155 (cf. Feron-Battaglini, Co- 
dices manuscripti graeci Ottoboniani Bibliothecae Vaticanae p. 89). Paper, 
16tł cent, 156 X 105 mm., 11+ 85 foll. — Fol. 17-35" Hecuba; 37—85" 
Orestes. It is a transcript of the Aldine edition: cf. Hec. 249 8yr’ éférey dd 
re Aldus, Erasmus, Hervagius, Canter, Ottoboni 155: 85ra o’ éfémepya re 
Brubach ; Orest. 1125 rotor & Aldus, Ottoboni 155: (rowi- om.) & Hervagius, 
Brubach, Canter. We refer the Ottoboni 155 specifically to the Aldine edi- 
tion, because it is free from this characteristic error of the post-Aldine 
editions in Orest. 1125. 

Biblioteca Vaticana, cod. Vaticanus graec. 1890. Paper, 16t'^ cent., 616 
foll, in two parts (part I: fol. 1-303; part II: fol. 301-616) ; various 
fascicles are bound together; 220 X 145 mm. for the Euripidean fascicle. — 
Part II, fol. 4597-485" Hecuba (1'—end) ; 486* index personarum to Hec.; 
486" Hecuba (1-16). Latin notes. The ms. is a transcript from Erasmus: 
cf. Hec. 52 & Aldus, Hervagius, Brubach, Canter: om. Erasmus and Vatic. 
1890; Hec. 249 89r' é£érejyd. re Aldus, Erasmus, Hervagius, Canter, and 
Vatic. 1890: 85ra o' éférepyd re Brubach; Hec. 291 rois habent Aldus, 
Erasmus, Brubach, Vatic. 1890: om. Hervagius, Canter. The case Hec. 52 
proves conclusively that the Erasmus edition was the source of Vatic. 1890. 

Vienna, Oesterreichische Nationalbibliothek, cod. philosoph. philolog. 
graec. 302 (cf. above, p. 164). The part of the ms. containing Hecuba 1258- 
end and Orestes is a transcript of the Aldine edition: cf. Hec. 1279 é£ypao* 
Aldus, Erasmus, Hervagius!, Canter, Vienna 302: ééjpao" Hervagius?, Bru- 
bach; Orest. 1226 wai ods Aldus, Hervagius!, maisos Vienna 302: rais ods 
Hervagius?, Brubach, Canter; Orest. 1125 roto. &® Aldus and Vienna 302: 
(rowi- om.) 5’ Hervagius, Brubach, Canter. The fact that the Vienna 302 
in the case Orest. 1125 is free from the error of the post-Aldine editions 
determines that this ms. was copied from Aldus. 


MANUSCRIPTS LOST OR DESTROYED 


Some manuscripts of Euripides were lost or destroyed in modern times. 
We owe knowledge of their past existence to published catalogues or other 
descriptions, and in a few cases we have positive evidence of their destruc- 
tion. Oceasionally, we find in older publications sufficient data or even 
collations which permit us to formulate an assumption concerning the char- 
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acter of a given item, and so it happened that I gave in the preceding 
chapters analyses of a few lost manuscripts. Below, I am listing mss. of 
Euripides which are destroyed or presumably destroyed — and manuscripts 
that are lost or cannot be located now. Of the mss. listed here, only those 
that disappeared in more recent times are included in the General List at 
the beginning of this book (above, pp. 3 ff.). The information presented 
below in this section is based exclusively on the sources quoted in each case. 

Berlin, Staatliche Museen, Aegyptische Abteilung, P.5005 (cf. above, 
p. 329). These remnants of an uncial parchment codex of Hippolytus (243— 
431, 492-515) have been missing from Berlin since 1945, though presuma- 
bly they were not destroyed. 

Dresden, Sáchsische Landesbibliothek, Da.22 (cf. above, p. 124). The 
ms. was destroyed or lost in 1945. 

Istanbul, Meróxcov rov IIavaytov Tá$ov, a ms. once described by Bethmann, 
Archiv der Gesellschaft für dltere deutsche Geschichtkunde 9 (1847) p. 651; 
this description was repeated by IIaraSoovAos-Kepapevs, 'IeponoAvjaruc BiBAro- 
yxy IV (1899) p. 442 under no. 44. This miscellaneous codex, paper, 15*^ 
cent., contained, among other items, Orestes with argument. The ms. dis- 
appeared from the library at some time before Papadopoulos made his 
catalogue. 

Kalavryta, Mor) roo MeydAov XmqAatov, 64 (cf. Nixos A. Béns, KardAoyos 
Tov EAAnviKay xeupoypádov Kwdikwy THs èv IeAorovrjo povjs ro MeydAov SwnAaiov 
I [èv *A@qvars—Leipzig, 1915] 64; Bens, Revue de philologie N.S. 35 [1911] 
pp. 338 f.; Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 8; Studies in Sophocles p. 
95). Paper, 15t! cent., 210 X 154 mm., 309 foll. — Fol. 184" Vita; 186° arg. 
to Hec.; Hecuba; 239'-309" arg. to Orest.; Orestes. Old scholia, according 
to Bees, Revue de philologie N.S. 35 (1911) p. 339. The ms. was destroyed 
by fire on July 17, 1934 (cf. Alison Frantz, The Art Bulletin 17 [1935] 
p. 397). 

Kosinitsa or Eixooipoinaca (near Drama), Mov) rùs 9«oróxov, unnumbered 
ms. described by 'A. IlamaSomovAos-Kepapevs, ¢"ExOeots wadatoypaducer Kai 
dirorcyudy épevvav èv Opáxy kai Maxedovia, yevouévov xara rò éros 1885 Sa 
ri» Mavpoyopdareov BiBALoOnxny,> ‘O èv KovoravrwovroAe "EAAqvuós DU oAoywos 
XvAAoyos. 'ApxawoAoyuc) 'Emırpory. Ilapáprgua rov d ropov (1886) pp. 42 f.; 
cf. Turyn, Studies in Sophocles p. 67. Paper, 14*^ cent., in 8vo, 245 foll. — 
Fol. 1" Hecuba (758—end) ; 16" arg. to Orest. ; Orestes; 58-103" Phoenissae. 
On the fate of the Kosinitsa mss., cf. Turyn, Manuscripts of Sophocles p. 20. 
This ms. cannot be located, and it is not found in the National Library in 
Athens. The present location (at Sofia?) or even the existence of this ms. 
has to be ascertained. 

Messina, in the Benedictine abbey of San Placido, there was once a ms. 
reported by Fridericus Blume, Bibliotheca librorum manuscriptorum Italica 
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(Gottingae, 1834) p. 227. The ms., “cod. recens haud magni pretii," paper, 
in 4to, 162 foll., contained, among other items, Hecuba. In 1848, there was 
in the abbey a fire which supposedly destroyed the whole library (cf. Hugo 
Rabe, Rheinisches Museum N.F. 63 [1908] p. 529 note 1). The abbey was 
suppressed in 1867 (cf. L. H. Cottineau, Répertoire topo-bibliogra phique 
des abbayes et prieurés II [Macon, 1937] col. 1831). This particular ms. 
has not been traced elsewhere. Cf. O. Zuretti, Rivista dt filologia e d'istru- 
zione classica 18 (1890) p. 407 note 3. 

Sélestat (Alsace), a ms. containing Hecuba was reported early in the 
19tł century as extant in the library of Beatus Rhenanus (cf. Gustavus 
Haenel, Catalog: librorum manuscriptorum, qui in bibliothecis Galliae, Hel- 
veliae, Belgii, Britanniae M., Hispaniae, Lusitaniae asservantur [Lipsiae, 
1830] col. 438). The present location of this ms. is unknown. There is no 
Euripides ms. now in Sélestat in the Bibliothéque Municipale, which once 
inherited the library of Beatus Rhenanus (cf. Catalogue général des manu- 
scrits des bibliothéques publiques des départements III [Paris, 1861] pp. 
541-602). On mss. of Beatus Rhenanus (1485-1547) in Sélestat and else- 
where, cf.: Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 435 note 3; Fried- 
rich Urtel, Jahrbücher für classische Philologie 109 (1874) p. 216; Joseph 
Gény-Gustav C. Knod, Die Stadtbibliothek zu Schlettstadt (Strassburg, 
1889) p. 89; Wilhelm Weinberger, “ Beitráge zur Handschriftenkunde I,” 
Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen Klasse der Kaiserlichen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften 159. Band (Wien, 1908), VI. Abhandlung 
p. 37 note 1. 

Mount Sinai, in Saint Catherine's monastery, there was once a thin ms. 
containing Medea and the beginning of Hippolytus. This was the third ms. 
among those taken away around 1815 by William John Bankes, according 
to William Turner, Journal of a Tour in the Levant II (London, 1820) 
p. 443 note * (the list of the Sinai mss. carried away by Bankes is repeated 
from Turner in Beneshevich, Optsanie grecheskikh rukoptsei monastyr 
Svvatot Ekateriny na Sinate I p. 651). On some Bankes mss. from Sinai, 
ef. Turyn, Aeschylus p. 117. Nothing is known now about the existence 
of this Euripides ms. 

Thessalonike, an unnumbered ms. once in the St. Demetrius church, then 
in the Gymnasion, containing Hecuba, Orestes, Phoenissae, in the Moscho- 
pulean recension, is to be presumed lost: cf. above, pp. 151 f. 

Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, C.V.3 (cf. above, p. 61 note 101). This ms. 
containing Andromache with argument and scholia (most probably tran- 
scribed from the Wolfenbüttel ms. Gudian. gr. 15) was destroyed in the 
fire of 1904. 

Wroctaw (Breslau), cod. Rehdigeranus 30, formerly in the City Library, 
whose manuscript holdings are now in the University Library (cf. Catalogus 
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codicum graecorum qui in Bibliotheca Urbica Vratislaviensi adservantur a 
philologis Vratislaviensibus compositus [Vratislaviae, 1889] pp. 35ff.; 
Matthiae, Euripidis tragoediae et fragmenta VI [1821] pp. xii f. ; Schultz, 
Die handschriftliche Überlieferung der Hesiod-Scholien p. 6; Irigoin, 
Histoire du terte de Pindare pp. 384, 432). This ms. is reported missing ; 
presumably it was destroyed or lost in the war events of 1944/45. It is not 
listed among the Rehdigerani now extant in the Biblioteka Uniwersytecka 
(cf. Kurt Aland, Die Handschriftenbestànde der polnischen Bibliotheken 
insbesondere an griechischen und lateinischen Handschriften [Deutsche 
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin. Schriften der Sektion für Alter- 
tumswissenschaft, 7. Berlin, 1956] p. 37). This was a composite volume, 
paper, 14'^ and 15'^ cent., 213 X 145 mm., 241 foll. In the Euripidean 
part, the original folios 54-139 were written in the 14'* century; folios 
267-53" and 140-159 were a later replacement of the 15t century. This 
was the later replacement at the beginning (16 lines to page) : fol. 26" Vita; 
arg. to Hec.; 26"—53' Hecuba 1-900. Moschopulean and Thoman scholia. 
After this replacement, this was the original part (19 lines to page): fol. 
54" Hecuba 900—end ; 66* arg. to Orest. ; Orestes; 1117-139v arg. to Phoen.; 
Phoenissae 1-1083. Thoman scholia. Agam there was a later replacement 
at the end (by the same hand as the replacement at the beginning) : fol. 
140—159% Phoenissae 1084—end. Moschopulean scholia. Matthiae had a 
sample collation and a transcript of the scholia on Hec. 1-179>, furnished 
by Friedrich Passow. Matthiae's symbol: Vrat. 


MANUSCRIPTS DISREGABDED 


In my investigation, I simply disregarded manuscripts later than the 
sixteenth century (except for the ms. Moscow 480: cf. above, pp. 218 f.). 
Scholars interested in later mss. of Euripides may find them included in the 
list by J. A. Spranger, Classical Quarterly 33 (1939) pp. 98 ff. Here, I wish 
to mention only a few mss. whose later date is perhaps not known or less 
known generally. By indicating DH their later character I shall justify 
their exclusion from my study. 

Florence, Biblioteca Marucelliana, A 109 (cf. Vitelli, Studs Italiani di 
filologia classica 2 [1894] p. 561). Paper, 17** cent., 182 X 133 mm., 142 
foll. The ms. contains collectanea tuvenilia of Anton Maria Salvini (1653- 
1729: cf. Enciclopedia Italiana di scienze, lettere ed arti 50 [Roma, 1936] 
p. 588). — Fol. 1207-1217 Hippolytus 1-57. The ms. is obviously of the 17th 
century and can be disregarded. I mention its date here, because J. A. 
Spranger, Classtcal Quarterly 33 (1939) p. 101, listed it without any date. 

Istanbul, Meróxiy roù Ilavayíov Tá$ov, 767 (cf. MaraScrovAos-Kepapevs, 
"IeoocoAvjiruc] BiBAvobnxn V [1915] pp. 259 f.). Paper, 18'^ cent., 218 X 
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160 mm., 219 foll. — Fol. 72'-142% Hecuba. Papadopoulos, loc. cit., failed 
to indicate the date of the ms. 

I have also disregarded an item of the 16:5 century which is not actually 
a normal codex, but represents a working copy of a scholar. I record it 
here only for completeness of reference: 

Munich, Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, graec. 168 (cf. Hardt, Catalogus 
codicum manuscriptorum graecorum Bibliothecae Regiae Bavaricae II [1806] 
pp. 199 ff.). Paper, 16*^ cent., 30 X 21 em. (148 X 105 mm. for pages 191- 
228 containing Jon), 321 pages + 4 unnumbered pages at the end. There 
is a note on the recto of a flyleaf : Petri Victorij Tractatus Varij Originales 
Inediti Simul collecti, et in librum redacti Rome 1729 die secunda Aprilis. 
These are collectanea of various working copies or working sheets of Petrus 
Victorius (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 386), whose 
interest in Euripides was demonstrated by his editio princeps of the Electra 
(Rome, 1545), by his study of the ms. L (cf. Wilamowitz, Analecta Eu- 
ripidea p. 61), and by his collations of Euripidean mss. (cf. Matthiae, 
Euripidis tragoediae et fragmenta vol. I [1813] p. vir, vol. VI [1821] 
p. xir). On page 1, there is a note in Italian by a later owner of these 
collectanea, stating that Victorius considered these studies imperfect and 
ordered them to be burned. — Pages 129-167 Phoentssae (1-435), with 
notes and variants; pages 191-228 Jon (1298-1622), with a Latin trans- 
lation on facing pages. 

Some very small passages from Euripides or portions of the preliminary 
matter preserved in mss. have been dismissed by me in view of their sizes 
or insignificant character. 


A MANUSCRIPT NOT YET EXAMINED 


There is a ms. of Euripides which I was unable to reach. I list it below, 
with pertinent information based only on published data. 

London, William H. Robinson Ltd., Phillipps ms. 3086 (formerly at 
Cheltenham, Thirlstaine House, Sir Thomas Phillipps collection). Cf. 
Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum in Bibliotheca D. Thomae Phillipps 
(1837) p. 35; Studemund-Cohn, Codices ex Bibliotheca Meermanniana 
Phillipptci graeci nunc Berolinenses p. XXIV note 2. Paper, 15'^ cent. (ca. 
1475 A.D.), ca. 21 X 14 cm., in four parts, altogether 175 foll. Part I: Eur., 
Phoentssae. The remainder of the Phillipps collection was acquired (about 
1950) by William H. Robinson Ltd. Accordingly, this Euripides ms. should 
be found among their Phillipps holdings. 

The Phillipps ms. 3086 is a part of the former Meerman ms. 296 (once 
in the Jesuit Collége de Clermont in Paris ms. 302): cf. Bibliotheca 
Meermanniana; sive catalogus librorum impressorum et codicum manu- 
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scriptorum, quos maximam parlem collegerunt viri nobilissimi Gerardus et 
Joannes Meerman; morte dereliquit Joannes Meerman (Hagae Comitum, 
1824) tomus IV pp. 46 f. The entire Meerman ms. 296 numbered 281 folios. 
The initial part of the Meerman ms., containing Oppian, Halieutica, was 
acquired by the British Museum in 1841 and is now listed in the British 
Museum as Additional ms. 11890 (218 X 135 mm., 110 foll., 13 lines to 
page; cf. Richard, Inventaire des manuscrits grecs du British. Museum I 
p. 21). The rest of the Meerman ms. 296 was gradually acquired by 
Phillipps and kept in his library in four parts (totaling 175 folios) under 
the Phillipps number 3086, though two parts carried double numbers. "These 
were the components of the Phillipps 3086. Part I: Euripides, Phoentssae. 
Part II: Aeschylus, Persae (210 X 142 mm., 37 foll. in this Aeschylus part: 
cf. Herbert Weir Smyth, Harvard Studies 1n Classical Philology 44 [1933] 
p. 4; Turyn, Aeschylus p. 120). Both parts were listed in the Phillipps 
Catalogus under the number 3086 only. Part III = Phillipps ms. 3086/3336: 
Psellus, opuscula, and «Ioannes Pediasimus,» de Herculis XII laboribus 
(number 3336 is listed as Anonymi Ethica in the Phillipps Catalogus p. 39). 
Part IV = Phillipps ms. 3086/3337: Xenophon, wept irruys (number 3337 
is listed in the Phillipps Catalogus p. 39). The ms. of Xenophon, wep 
immuxyns, recently located by William H. Robinson (21 X 14cm., 17 foll.) 
is probably identical with this part 3086/3337. 'The other parts: 3086 
(Euripides, Aeschylus) and 3086/3336 (Psellus, Ioannes Pediasimus) have 
not yet been located among the Phillipps holdings of William H. Robinson. 
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IOANNES CHORTASMENUS AND THE CODEX ÜUnBiNAS GRAECUS 142 


In the following, I report some observations occasioned by the presence 
of two extraneous texts in a Triclinian ms. of Euripides, the Vatic. Urbinas 
graec. 142 = Ta (cf. above, pp. 194 ff.). 

In this ms., on fol. 4" (this leaf is a later insert), there are political 
verses on one Zoerwós, added by a later hand and attributed in later Eu- 
ripidean mss. to one Xopracpevos (= Dindorf, Schol. Eur. I p. 203.19—28) ; 
they are reproduced below, plate XXII. On fol. 10", there are verses of 
Ioannes Tzetzes on Hecuba, taken from Tzetzes, Chiliades X 150—164 
(= Dindorf I p. 203.3-17), headlined orixor woAtrixot rov. (ér(ov, added by 
another later hand. 

The joint transmission of these two * political ” texts in some Triclinian 
mss. of Euripides — the passage from Tzetzes, Chil. X 150—164, and the 
epigram by Chortasmenus — begins in Ta (Urbinas 142) and raises some 
interesting points. (Only the first 11 lines of the Tzetzes story, Tzetzes 
Chil. X 150—160 — I p. 203.3-13 Dind., are extant in a later replacement 
at the beginning of the Euripides ms. Laur. 32, 33 fol. 93°: cf. above, p. 337. 
They were taken from a different source that was free from a characteristic 
error of Ta: Tzetzes Chil. X 157 =I p. 203.10 Dind. ofg Tzetzes, Laur. 
32, 33 correctly: o7 Ta erroneously.) 

The passage of Tzetzes on Hecuba was added in Ta (perhaps early in 
the 15 century — at any rate, before 1423 A.D. when that passage was 
transcribed from Ta in the ms. Milan A 104 sup.: cf. above, p. 197) with a 
headline explicitly referring to Tzetzes' authorship. 'The other poem (Dindorf 
I p. 203.19-28) which makes reference to the prior inclusion of the Tzetzes 
passage in Ta was added a little later than the Tzetzes passage — probably 
within the first third of the 15'^ century (at any rate, before the transcrip- 
tion of both texts in an apograph of Ta, the Triclinian ms. Vatic. 897: cf. 
above, p. 201). This other poem, so far as we can see now, carries in Ta at 
present no headline, except for a mark above the poem that looks like a 
monogram: f xuv' (?). In the Triclinian ms. Vatic. 897, which was copied 
directly from Ta, the verses of Tzetzes follow upon the index personarum 
to Hecuba (as they were written in Ta), but the epigram of Chortasmenus 
is copied immediately after the lines of Tzetzes, with a headline + rov 
xopracpuévov. This succession quite logically rearranged the disconnected 
locations of the two texts in Ta and is a characteristic innovation of the 
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Vatic. 897. In the beginning of B (Paris 2713: cf. above, p. 88), on fol. 5°, 
in the Triclinian replacement of the lost part written late in the 15% 
cent. and derived from Vatic. 897, both political texts are transcribed in 
the same succession as in the Vatic. 897. It was from B that Dindorf (I 
p. 203) published the lines of Tzetzes and Chortasmenus, and thus made 
the epigram of Chortasmenus known for the first time. To judge from the 
transcript of Chortasmenus’ epigram in the Vatic. 897, we have to assume 
that the indication of Chortasmenus’ authorship originally had stood in Ta 
(Urbinas 142) and faded later — or else, the scribe of Vatic. 897 may have 
known the handwriting of Chortasmenus and supplemented himself the 
pertinent headline in his transcript. At any rate, the political verses I p. 
203.19-28 Dind. must have been composed by Ioannes Chortasmenus, for 
they were written by him in handwriting that is identical with his known 
autographs. 

The first line of Chortasmenus’ poem was not understood by Dindorf 
who failed to recognize the proper name Zwruos quoted there and printed it 
with a small initial. The meaning of the verses is clear: KavrevOev dv xaribo 
ris ToU Zwrixov rijv dvow | xai rv oxovdyy rv dperpov, qv exe mepi rois. Adyous 
xrk. The poem praises one Zerwós for having added the lines of Tzetzes in 
this manuscript (i.e., in Ta) in order to enhance its value. This means 
that the Tzetzes verses on fol. 10" were added by this Zerwós, obviously a 
contemporary and a friend of Chortasmenus, and his zeal was commended 
by Chortasmenus. This also means that the ms. probably was owned pre- 
viously by Zerwós, and then was acquired by Chortasmenus. 

The identification of Zeruwós is a problem. A copyist Zerwós Cwypados 
(of St. Arsenius! monastery on Mt. Mukattam near Cairo) is listed as scribe 
of several mss., now in the Patriarchal Library in Alexandria, from the 
period 1342—1359 (cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 127; 
Mooxovas, KardAoyor ris llarpupxucys BiBAtoOnxys I pp. 90, 105, 109, 141, 
150). I do not have samples of his writing. At any rate, he is much earlier 
than Chortasmenus, and is connected with Egypt. Therefore, we can safely 
dismiss him from any consideration with regard to our problem. 

On Ilapac7óvóvAos Zwrwós (fl. 1444), author of the poem on the battle 
of Varna (rather than scribe of its ms. Paris, Coislin 316), cf.: Emile 
Legrand, Collection de monuments pour servir à l'étude de la langue néo- 
hellénique. Nouvelle Série. No. 5 (Athénes-Paris, 1875) pp. 65—84 for the 
text of the poem, and pp. 53-64 for the preface by Legrand; Gyula 
Moravesik, Görög költemény a várnai csatáról. "EAXAmxóv woinua repi ris 
páxys Ts Bapyys éxdiSopevov td 'IovA(ov Moravesik. (Magyar-Gorog Tanul- 
mányok — OvyypoeAAnvixai MeAérar, 1. Budapest, 1935) pp. 8 ff. on Hapacror- 
dvAos Zwrwós, and pp. 16 ff. for the text of the poem ; Krumbacher, Geschichte 
der byzantinischen Litteratur? pp. 838 f.; N. T. Zfopavos, “ Tò sepi rs pays 
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rijs Bdpyys soígua," 'A0sva 48 (1938) pp. 163-183; Franz Dolger, in Délger- 
Schneider, Byzanz (Wissenschaftliche Forschungsberichte. Geisteswissen- 
schaftliche Reihe, 5. Bern, 1952) p. 218. Offhand, I should say (without 
presuming to consider it more than a mere guess) that Zerwós ITapaoamovóvAos 
in his younger years is chronologically and culturally a more likely prospect 
for identification with the Zwruds of the Urbinas 142 — he could be simply 
a pupil of Ioannes Chortasmenus. 

On 'Ieávvgs ô Xopracpeévos, patriarchal notary (around 1391-1415) and 
&8doxados in Constantinople, subsequently iepouóvayos under the name of 
Tyvanios (cf. Florence, Bibl. Riccardiana, ms. 58 fol. 17: G. Vitelli, Studi 
Italiani di filologia classica 2 [1894] p. 508; cf. the ownership entry in the 
Vatic. Regin. gr. 6 fol. 2° ¢ à éAdyuaros èv icpopovdyxas, iyvarwos. and added 
later: t rawavos u (yr) por (o) Mérys ovAnBpias, tyvárwos — on this ms., cf. below), 
the later 'Iyvdrios metropolitan of Selymbria (at least up to 1431), scholar 
and collector of manuscripts (1 ca. 1436/7), on his activities and writings, 
on manuscripts owned or written or annotated by him, cf.: Louis Petit, 
* Acolouthie de Marc Eugénicos archevéque d'Éphése," Studi Bizantini 2 
(1927) p. 196 and p. 213.19-21 (where the identity of Ioannes Chortasmenus 
with Ignatius metropolitan of Selymbria is established) ; Krumbacher, 
Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? p. 452; Xmvp. II. Adyspos, Néos 
*EAAqvouviey 4 (1907) pp. 484—486; F. Boll, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 17 
(1908) p. 551; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber pp. 203, 158; 
M. Treu, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 20 (1911) p. 114 note 1; Friedrich 
Fuchs, Die höheren Schulen von Konstantinopel im Mittelalter (Byzan- 
tinisches Archiv, 8. Leipzig-Berlin, 1926) pp. 71 f.; Giovanni Mercati, 
Notizie dt Procoro e Demetrio Cidone pp. 179, 286; R. Loenertz, “ Pour 
la biographie du cardinal Bessarion,” Orientalia Christiana Periodica 10 
(1944) p. 129; Raymond J. Loenertz, Les recueils de lettres de Démétrius 
Cydonés (Studi e Testi, 131. Città del Vaticano, 1947) pp. 21 f.; Raymond- 
J. Loenertz, Correspondance de Manuel Calécas (Studi e Testi, 152. Città 
del Vaticano, 1950) p. 96; Aubrey Diller, Scriptorium 8 (1954) p. 124 
note 6. Also cf. Baptista Platina, Panegyricus in laudem Bessartonis, in 
Migne, Patrol. Gr. 161 col. cv line 15; on Bessarion as pupil of the arch- 
bishop of Selymbria, cf. Henri Vast, Le cardinal Bessarion (Paris, 1878) 
p. 26; Ludwig Mohler, Kardinal Bessarion als Theologe, Humanist und 
Staatsmann I (Quellen und Forschungen aus dem Gebiete der Geschichte 
herausgegeben von der Górres-Gesellschaft, XX. Paderborn, 1923) pp. 43 f. 

Some manuscripts are known to carry ownership entries of Chortasmenus. 
Cardinal Giovanni Mercati (cf. Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone p. 286 
note 2) has been gathering data on mss. owned by Chortasmenus and intends 
to include them in his preface to the facsimile of the Vatican Bible ms. B, 
Vatic. graec. 1209 (cf. below) — this preface has not yet been published. 


Google 


392 THE BYZANTINE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF EURIPIDES 


I append here a few notes on mas. pertaining to Chortasmenus (I owe some 
data to Professor Aubrey Diller). Below, I list manuscripts that were 
written, entirely or partially, or annotated, or owned by Chortasmenus — 
and also manuscripts that include works by Chortasmenus. 

The following mss. are written entirely by Chortasmenus: London, British 
Museum, Additional 31919 (palimpsest, scriptura superior; for Ignatius’ 
entry, cf. fol. 108v; cf. Richard, Inventaire des manuscrits grecs du British 
Museum I pp. 53f.; H. Omont, Bibliothéque de l'École des Chartes 44 
[1884] pp. 339 f. ; Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 158; cf. the 
next item); London, Brit. Mus., Additional 36823 (palimpsest, scriptura 
superior: cf. Richard, Inventaire I p. 67; cf. the preceding item; both 
palimpsest mss. are menologies written by Ignatius of Selymbria for the 
cathedral of Selymbria); Vatic. graec. 1059 (cf. Hermann Usener, Ad 
historiam astronomiae symbola [Progr. Bonnae, (1876»] = Usener, Kleine 
Schriften III [Leipzig-Berlin, 1914] pp. 323 f.; Vogel-Gardthausen p. 203; 
Iosephus Heeg, Catalogus codicum astrologorum graecorum V 3 [Bruzxelles, 
1910] pp. 64 ff., 133 ff.; M. Treu, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 20 [1911] 
p. 114 note 1; Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone p. 179). 

Chortasmenus wrote portions of, or supplemented, or annotated, the fol- 
lowing mss.: Modena, Bibl. Estense, a.T.8.21 (once II.E.9; no. 142 in 
Puntoni, Studs Italiani ds filologia classica 4 [1896] p. 474; it has marginal 
scholia written by Chortasmenus, to judge from some sample pages which 
I inspected, and it was owned by Chortasmenus) ; Paris, Ancien fonds grec 
2399 (owned and annotated by Chortasmenus: cf. J. L. Heiberg, Claudii 
Ptolemaei opera quae exstant omnia II [Lipsiae, 1907] p. cxrvi note 1) ; 
Vatic. Chigi graec. 35 (notes by Chortasmenus on fol. 42° and 195": cf. 
Pius Franchi de’ Cavalieri, Codices graeci Chisians et Borgians [Romae, 
1927] pp. 74 f.) ; Vatic. Urbinas graec. 80 (owned, annotated and partially 
written by Chortasmenus: cf. Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone 
p. 286; Loenertz, Les recueils de lettres de Démétrius Cydonés pp. 21 ff. ; 
Aubrey Diller, The Tradition of the Minor Greek Geographers [American 
Philological Association. Philological Monographs, No. 14. 1952] p. 177; 
e.g., fol. 13", 14° — which I checked in photostats — were written by Chortaa- 
menus himself; also cf. Diller, loc. cit.) ; Vatic. graec. 208 (fol. 3—4" and 
fol. 227*—230" are written by Chortasmenus: cf. Mercati-Franchi de’ Cava- 
lieri, Codices Vaticani graeci I p. 257) ; Vatic. graec. 939 (from fol. 74 on, 
corrections and scholia seem to be written by Chortasmenus: ef. Mercati, 
Notizie p. 522 ; this ms. was in the hands of Isidorus cardinalis Ruthenus — 
for a possible proof of Isidorus' relations with Chortasmenus, cf. Mercati, 
Notizie p. 286 note 3, and Aápspos, Néos "EAAqvourine» 4 [1907] p. 485) ; 
Vatic. graec. 1209 (in this famous Bible ms. B, Chortasmenus supplemented 
the index on page 111 and the pages 1—40 and 1519-1536, as it appears from 
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the handwriting of these supplements: cf. the facsimile Bibliorum SS. 
Graecorum Codez Vaticanus 1209 (Cod. B) denuo phototymce expressus 
iussu ef cura praesidum Bybliothecae Vaticanae pars I tom. I-II-III, pars 
II [Mediolani, 1904—1908] — it was edited by Giovanni Mercati ; the preface 
by Cardinal Mereati is expected: cf. Mercati, Notizie p. 286 note 2; on 
this ms., cf. Franchi de’ Cavalieri-Lietzmann, Specimina codicum graecorum 
Vaticanorum? p. vir with bibliographical data, plate 1) ; Vatic. graec. 1325 
(this is the former Orsini Greek ms. 126: cf. de Nolhac, La bibliothèque 
de Fulvio Orsini p. 185 note 1; cf. above, p. 359; fol. 3247-329” are written 
by Chortasmenus: cf. Mercati, Notizie p. 286 note 3). The following ms. 
invites special attention: 

Vatic. graec. 1365 (this is the former Orsini Greek ms. 125: cf. de Nolhac, 
op. csl. p. 185 note 4; Giovanni Mercati, Scritti d'Isidoro il cardinale 
Ruteno p. 74 note 5; earlier, the ms. was owned by Pietro Bembo: cf. fol. 
385"). On fol. 3867, Chortasmenus signed his name at the top of the page 
and, a little lower, wrote in his own hand this authorship indication: + rov 
dojxorárov peydAov XoyoÜérov, xu(p)ov Geodapov, rov peroyirov + (on author- 
ship indications. at the beginning of the ms., cf. below). On fol. 1* (lower 
margin), there i8 the following entry in the handwriting of Chortasmenus 
(in one line, with blank interval between the verses): + povjs 5? Biaos Ñe 
Tuyxdve, xopas* | 7s dor wrjrep ô uéyas Aoyoférgs + (on Theodorus Meto- 
chites in general, and on the Chora monastery and the Chora library, 
cf.: Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzantinischen Litteratur? pp. 550—554; 
Guilland, Correspondance de Nicéphore Grégoras pp. 358-369, especiallv 
pp. 360, 366; Ihor Ševčenko, “ Observations sur les recueils des Discours 
et des Poémes de Th. Métochite et sur la bibliothéque de Chora à Constanti- 
nople,” Seriptorium 5 [1951] pp. 279—288; Hans-Georg Beck, Theodoros 
Metochites. Die Krise des byzantinischen Weltbildes tm 14. Jahrhundert 
[ Miinchen, 1952], especially pp. 13 f., 17; especially on the Chora library, 
ef. also: Giovanni Mercati, loc. cit.; A. Diller, Byzantinische Zeitschrift 3% 
[1937] p. 296 ; Carl Wendel, in Pauly-Wissowa, Real-Encyclopddie XX cols. 
2207 f.). The ms. contains Theodorus Metochites, 'Aerporouuc; xar’ ércroyiy 
crotxeiwors (preface and list of chapters from this. inedited work were pub- 
lished, on the basis of the ms. Venice gr. 329, by K. N. Xáfas, Mecouwvuc) 
BiBrobyan I [è Beverig, 1872] pp. wd’-piy’; cf. Guilland, op. cit. pp. 365 f.; 
Devreesse, Introduction à l'étude des manuscrits grecs p. 241). Some scholia 
on Metochites are reported to be added in the Vatic. gr. 1365 by Chortas- 
menus; but a prologue of Chortasmenus on a preliminary folio ('Ewewep 
dy (Üpwm) ot, awavies — 8:5aakáAov rov xopracpévov: cf. Martini-Bassi, Catalogus 
codicum graecorum Bibliothecae Ambrostanae II p. 1077) is written not 
by Chortasmenus, but by a different, later hand. ('The Vatic. 1365 seems 
to be copied in the Milan Ambros. E 1 inf.: see below.) 
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The main body of Vatic. 1365 is written by the same hand as two mss. 
containing Metochites’ works, Paris grec 1776 and Vienna phil. gr. 95: cf. 
Sevéenko, Scriptorium 5 (1951) pp. 279 ff. and plates 26, 27 (facsimile 
samples of Paris 1776 and Vienna 95). Obviously, the Vatic. 1365, once 
in the library of the Chora monastery in Constantinople, was a part of that 
general collection of Metochites’ works which is represented in its other 
parts by the Paris 1776 and the Vienna phil. 95. 

The authorship of the astronomical treatise exhibited in the Vatic. 1365 
is indicated at the beginning of the ms. in a manner that involves a very 
interesting question. On fol. 1" (top), there are, above the title of the 
treatise, two lines added, indicating Metochites’ authorship, in two different 
scripts (also different from the main handwriting of the ms.). Each of 
the two lines is an authorship headline for the treatise and has as a prefix 
the name of the person who wrote the particular headline. Both prefires are 
in the handwriting of Chortasmenus. This is the first headline: + ypyyopa: 
+ rot codwrdrov peydAov AoyoÜérov Ücobwpov roù peroyirov + Below, this is 
the second line written entirely (both in the prefix and in the main line) 
by Chortasmenus: + xopracuévov + rov xara dAnfeay codwr(d)rov xai 
Aeywr(d)Tov, peyaXAov AoyoÜérov, 0co8opov, roù peroxirov + It seems that 
Chortasmenus wanted to improve on the first headline and wrote his line, 
worded more elaborately, in the nature of a tribute to the learning of 
Metochites. He identified the handwriting of the first line by prefixing the 
name Gregoras, and then duplicated the make-up of the entire first line 
by prefixing his own name to the second headline. 

The Gregoras of the first line may well be Nicephorus Gregoras, whose 
handwriting was certainly known to Ioannes Chortasmenus (e.g., from the 
records of the Patriarchate). Nicephorus Gregoras was a friend and disciple 
of Metochites and, in later years, during his prolonged stay in the Chora 
monastery, he had ample opportunity to handle the Chora manuscripts of 
Metochites’ works. Cf. Guilland, Correspondance de Nicéphore Grégoras 
pp. viii ff, 367; Sevéenko, Scriptorium 5 (1951) pp. 283 ff. In his very 
important paper, Sevéenko set forth a quite probable supposition that 
Nicephorus Gregoras was in charge of a posthumous edition of the works 
of Metochites. To the two mss., Paris 1776 and Vienna phil. 95, reported 
by Ševčenko to be parts of that edition, we can add now the Vatic. 1365 
written in the same handwriting. 'The first authorship headline in the 
Vatic. 1365 may be a tangible proof of Nicephorus Gregoras’ interest in 
that edition of Metochites and a proof of his handling this particular ms. 
in the Chora monastery. If our explanation is correct, then we should also 
welcome that first authorship headline (without the prefix) as a valuable 
autograph specimen of Nicephorus Gregoras’ handwriting. Incidentally, 
the identification of Nicephorus Gregoras’ handwriting is an interesting 
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question. The problem should be explored more extensively; so far, no 
definite results have been reached in this respect. Cf.: Heiberg, Claudii 
Ptolemaei opera quae exstant omnia II pp. xx f.; Mercati-Franchi de’ 
Cavalieri, Codices Vaticani graeci I p. 188; Artur Biedl, * Der Heidelberger 
cod. Pal. gr. 129 — die Notizensammlung eines byzantinischen Gelehrten," 
Würzburger Jahrbücher für die Altertumswissenschaft 3 (1948) pp. 100- 
106; Artur Biedl, Zur Textgeschichte des Laertios Diogenes. Das grosse 
Ezaerpt ® (Studi e Testi, 184. Città del Vaticano, 1955) pp. 83 f., 104 ff. ; 
Douglas C. C. Young, Scriptorium 7 (1953) pp. 4-7. 

On the Vienna med. graec. 1 and on the role of Chortasmenus in this 
ms., see below. 

The following mss. were just owned by Chortasmenus and carry owner- 
ship entries by Ioannes Chortasmenus or Ignatius of Selymbria, or acquisi- 
tion notices, or other pertinent entries: Florence, Bibl. Laur., Conventi 
Soppressi 26 (cf. fol. 1": Rostagno-Festa, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 
1 [1893] p. 140) ; Milan, Bibl. Ambros., L 64 sup. (no. 485 in Martini- 
Bassi, Catalogus codd. graec. Bibl. Ambros. I pp. 584 ff.) ; Milan, Ambros. 
M 46 sup. (no. 512 in Martini-Bassi II pp. 617 ff. ; cf. fol. 1" and 11°; scholia 
on Aristotle were possibly added by Chortasmenus, to judge from fol. 1" 
which I have seen in a photostat) ; Vatic. Palatin. graec. 90 (cf. Stevenson, 
Codices manuscripti Palatini graeci Bibliothecae Vaticanae p. 44 — the ms. 
was bought by Chortasmenus from Theodorus Melissenus) ; Vatic. Regi- 
nensis graec. 6 (cf. Henricus Stevenson Senior, Codices manuscripts graeci 
Reginae Svecorum et Pit PP. II [Romae, 1888] pp. 5, 6; Adpzxpos, Néos 
‘EAAnvopyypwv 4 [1907] pp. 313 f.; Mercati, Scritti d'Isidoro il cardinale 
Ruteno p. 83 note 1; cf. above) ; Vatic. graec. 163 (cf. fol. 301": cf. Mercati- 
Franchi de’ Cavalieri, Codices Vaticani graeci I p. 187; Augustus Heisen- 
berg, Georgi Acropolitae opera I [Lipsiae, 1903] p. VI; Adpmpos, Néos 
"EAAqvouvipov 5 [1908] p. 260 note *) ; Vatic. graec. 678 (cf. fol. 27: cf. 
Mercati, Notizie di Procoro e Demetrio Cidone pp. 286, 548, plate XIIs; 
Robertus Devreesse, Codices Vaticani graeci III [Bibliotheca Vaticana, 
1950] pp. 132 ff.) ; Vatic. graec. 742 (cf. ownership entries and index of 
contents on foll. 1v, 2°: cf. Devreesse, Codices Vaticani graeci III p. 257; 
also the excerpt on fol. 1" seems to be by Chortasmenus). 

Some works of Chortasmenus are reported from manuscripts that are not 
autographs by Chortasmenus. For such items, cf.: Florence, Laur. 71, 16 
(fol. 1° ff.: cf. Bandini, Catalogus codicum graecorum Bibl. Laur. III 
[1770] col. 10; Ioannes Albertus Fabricius-Gottlieb Christophorus Harles, 
Bibliotheca graeca III* [Hamburgi, 1793] p. 210); Florence, Bibl. Ric- 
cardiana, 58 (cf. fol. 17: Vitelli, Studi Italiani di filologia classica 2 [1894] 
pp. 508 f.; cf. Io. Lamius, Deliciae eruditorum seu veterum avexBorov opus- 
culorum collectanea «IX» [Florentiae, 1740] p. xxvii); Lesbos, Mor) rov 
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Acpavos, 268 (fol. 3817, 563" : cf. A. IIasaBowovAos 6 Kepauevs, Mavpoyopdaracs 
BiBrwGjay Frot yevixós. mepcypaduxos xardAoyos rov dy raw ava ruv 'AvaroA3w 
BiBrAcoPreas eiptoxoptvery éAXqvexev. xe«poypádv [dy Koveravrwovróke, 1886] 
pp. 125, 128 =‘EAAnmuds Purodroyuds EvAAvyos, Tlapdprgma Tov dj ropov 
[1886] pp. 125, 128; cf. below, on Vatic. Ottobon. 441) ; Milan, Ambros. 
E 1 inf. (no. 1005 in Martini-Bassi II p. 1077: this seems to be an apograph 
of Vatic. graec. 1365, made by Camillus Venetus and supplemented by Gian 
Vincenzo Pinelli; on Vatic. gr. 1365, see above) ; Paris, Ancien fonds grec 
1270 (fol. 195", a grammatical text rov onAvBpias: — 7 (yovv) rov xopra- 
on(év)ov: cf. J. Fr. Boissonade, Anecdota graeca e codicibus regiis III 
[Parisiis, 1831] pp. 354 f.) ; Vatic. Ottobon. graec. 411 (fol. 307, fragment 
of a Life of Constantine and Helen by Ignatius of Selymbria: cf. Feron- 
Battaglini, Codices manuscripts graeci Ottobontant Bibliothecae Vaticanae 
p. 245; Hagiographi Bollandiani et Pius Franchi de’ Cavalieri, Catalogus 

. codicum hagtographicorum graecorum Bibliothecae Vaticanae [Bruxellis, 
1899] p. 296; Life of Constantine and Helen, transmitted here, was referred 
to by Michael Le Quien, Oriens Christianus I [Parisiis, 1740] col. 1139; 
this item appears, likewise in & fragmentary form, also in the ms. Lesbos 
Acpevos 268 fol. 563" — see above; it seems that some parts of Ottobon. 
441 are paralleled in the ms. Lesbos Acpsvos 268). The whole Life of 
Constantine and Helen is found in the ms. Venice, Bibl. Marciana, greco 
II 168 fol. 5067-528", from which it was published by @ed¢iAos "Iodrrov, 
Myncia &yioAoytxà vov wperov éxdidopeva (Beveria, 1884) pp. 164—229. On 
the Venice II 168 (written in 1480/1), cf. Albert Ehrhard, Überlieferung 
und Bestand der hagtographischen und homiletischen lateratur der grie- 
chischen Kirche. Erster Teil. III. Band, 1. Hälfte (= Texte und Unter- 
suchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 52. Band. Leipzig, 
1943) pp. 245, 250 f., 253 under no. 70. On this Life, cf.: Bibliotheca 
hagtographica graeca? ediderunt Socii Bollandiani ( Bruxellis, 1909) pp. 52 f. 
under no. 362 ; 'Ioávrov, op. cit. pp. xe’ f.; Krumbacher, Geschichte der byzan- 
tinischen Litteratur? p. 205; Peter Heseler, Byzantintsch-Neugriechische 
Jahrbücher 9 (1930/31-1931/32) pp. 320 ff. (I am indebted to Fr. F. 
Halkin, S.J., of Brussels, for pertinent information on this Life). — A 
former Bessarion ms. (Greek 397 in his inventory) containing “ Ignatii 
Chortasmeni super logicam, in papyro " (cf. Omont, Eevue des bibliothéques 
4 [1894] p. 165) seems not to be extant in the Biblioteca Marciana in 
Venice (cf. Lami, Deliciae eruditorum <IX> pp. xxvii, 130). 

For an autograph of Ioannes Chortasmenus, we turn most conveniently 
to the famous ms. of Dioscorides: Vienna, Oesterreich. Nationalbibl., cod. 
medicus graecus 1, of which there is a published facsimile: Dioscurides. 
Codex Amiciae Iulianae picturis illustratus, nunc Vindobonensis Med. Gr. 
1 phototypice editus (Codices Graeci et Latini photographice depicti duce 
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Scatone de Vries. X, 1-2. Lugduni Batavorum, 1906). Also cf. Paul 
Buberl, Die byzantinischen Handschriften 1. Der Wiener Dioskurides und 
die Wiener Genesis. (Beschreibendes Verzeichnis der illuminierten Hand- 
schriften in Österreich. Neue Folge. Band IV, 1. Leipzig, 1937) pp. 5 ff., 
with several plates; Hans Gerstinger, Die griechische Buchmalerer (Wien, 
1926) pp. 19 f., plates V-VII; The Palaeographical Society vol. I plate 
177; Franz Steffens, Proben aus griechischen Handschriften und Urkunden 
(Trier, 1912) plate 6. For the history of this codex and the role of Ioannes 
Chortasmenus in reference to it, cf. the prolegomena by Antonius de Premer- 
stein to the Leiden facsimile edition in the pars prior, especially cols. 13, 
30-33. Cf. Vogel-Gardthausen, Die griech. Schreiber p. 203; Bick, Dte 
Schreiber der Wiener griechischen Handschriften p. 106 no. 143. In this 
ms. written in uncial script at the beginning of the 6“ century, loannes 
Chortasmenus made on fol. 1" a note to the effect that he bound the ms. 
in Constantinople in the year 1405/6. In the same handwriting as this 
note, there are minuscule transcripts of the uncial text throughout a large 
part of the ms. (through fol. 193") and notes even beyond that point. Thus 
the role of Ioannes Chortasmenus in the preservation of the ms. and in the 
minuscule editing of its text appears to be very important. Incidentally, 
Premerstein erred (Dtoscurtdes pars prior cols. 32 f.) when he thought that 
the scribe who wrote the note on fol. 1" of the Vienna med. gr. 1 and the 
minuscule transcripts of the text in the ms. was not Ioannes Chortasmenus 
himself (Premerstein's error in this respect was followed by Buberl, op. cit. 
p. 12). The identity of that scribe as Ioannes Chortasmenus was correctly 
recognized by Max Wellmann, Pedanu Dioscuridis Anazarbaet de materia 
medica libri quinque II (Berolini, 1906) pp. xvi f. For the identification 
of Chortasmenus’ handwriting, I have compared, e.g., ownership entries, 
table of contents, and a purchase record by Ioannes Chortasmenus in the 
Vatic. graec. 742, fol. 1-27, and also several other mss. 

Now, the writing of the epigram in political verse in the Urbinas 142 
fol. 4" (see below, plate XXII) is identical with the handwriting of the 
initial note and the minuscule transcripts in the Vienna med. gr. 1, and 
this proves most conclusively that we have to attribute the epigram in Ta — 
its writing and, with almost the same certainty, its authorship — to Ioannes 
Chortasmenus. It is noteworthy that Chortasmenus acquired for his col- 
lection of mss. this valuable and neat copy of the Triclinian Euripides which 
was a direct apograph of the authentic exemplar of Triclinius. It cannot 
be determined with full assurance whether Zoticus actually owned this ms. 
before it came into Chortasmenus' possession. It may have been so. Or 
Zoticus was perhaps a student and a younger friend of Chortasmenus and 
he may have supplemented the Tzetzes lines in the ms. that already was in 
the collection of Chortasmenus. And Chortasmenus acknowledged the eager 
service of Zoticus by writing in the ms. that epigram as a tribute to Zoticus. 
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INDEX LOCORUM EURIPIDEORUM 


Alcestis 771: 346, 350 
12: 334, 336 777: 285 
17/18: 334, 336 783: 320 
43: 334, 336 833: 334, 337 
65: 310 884: 346, 350 
100: 315 947: 334, 337 
141: 334, 336 969: 347, 351 
241: 315 983: 370 
276: 281, 315 | 991: 320, 334, 346, 350, 370 
283: 334, 336 1010: 370 
307: 334, 336 1028: 370 
347: 334, 336 1055: 317 
376: 282 1075: 320, 346 
406: 284, 315 1219: 370 
427: 336 1257: 316 
599: 313 Bacchae 
872: 370 14: 279 
699: 315 124: 305 
970: 313 227: 280 
1037: 290 306: 279 
1071: 285 343: 279 
1072: 290 514: 279 
1089: 289 525: 246, 279 
1098: 310 537: 252 
1105: 289 652: 280 
1132: 289 631: 279 

Andromache 635: 280 
5: 346, 350 1087: 311 
19: 334, 336 Cyclops 
41: 334, 330, 340, 350 123: 245 
105: 315 450: 240, 273 
195: 334, 336, 346, 350 561: 273 
231: 313 Electra 
232: 347, 350, 361 132: 273 
276: 347, 350, 361 363: 268 
307: 347, 350 f., 361 633: 268 
358: 334, 336 772: 273 
414: 285 1198: 273 
425: 334, 337, 346, 350 Hecuba 
426: 334, 337 3: 168 
432: 316 19: 298 
448; 281, 316 21: 106 
478: 340, 350 27: 329 
954: 281, 315 50: 107 
639: 315 53: 109 
750: 346, 350 56: 107 
763: 316 60: 169 
770: 313 62: 169 
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Hecuba (continued ` 559: 108 
69: 189 560: 108 
13: 189 564: 324 
14: 189 582: 108 
76: 107 589: 394 
88: 169 600: 207, 212 
89: 189 603: 357 
92: 189 620: 108, 169 
94: 107 666: 108 
103: 189 672: 108 
105: 169 683: 212 
116: 107, 189 684: 108 
120: 169 701: 324 
128: 189 715: 169 
133: 189 716: 189 
142: 107 729: 324 
157: 189 734: 169 
160: 329 755: 338 
164: 169 756-758: 108, 316, 322, 333, 338, 360 
168: 189 151: 108 
174: 75 n.121, 189 758: 108 
181: 169 T69: 353 
182: 169 771: 169 
188: 189 778: 170 
200: 189 782: 108 
204: 21T 784: 108 
209: 169 788: 338 
245: 359 818: 95 n.154 
265: 107 821: 108 
274: 107 | 850: 170 
283: 107 858: 189 
284: 212 862: 108 
318: 107 866: 108 
332: 107 868: 108 
346: 107 879: 108 
351: 343, 357 899: 170 
352: 169 902: 170 
353: 331, 343, 357 907: 108 
359: 324 908: 329 
368: 107 l 911: 190, 313 
394: 169 915: 108, 302 
399: 95 n.154, 359 916: 108 
409: 207, 212 922: 190 
412: 318 923: 108 
418: 331, 343, 353, 357, 359 936: 170 
421: 107 956: 302 
447: 169 959: 108 
453: 189 963: 171 
455: 189 965: 95 n.154, 353 
469: 318, 320 972: 108, 329 
478: 189 982: 48, 92 n.148, 171 
509: 212, 217 1016: 329 
527: 329 1021: 171 
546: 107 1034: 302 
547: 324, 329 1055: 171, 212 
549: 208, 212 1074: 318 
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1118: 
1123: 
1141: 
1147: 
1175: 
1183: 
1184: 
1194: 
1195: 
1209: 
1217: 
1235: 
1257: 
1266: 
1275: 


Helena 
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( continued) 
109 

207, 208, 212 
109, 322 


48, 171 


207, 212 


3: 247 
59: 304 


741: 
829: 


1337: 
1495: 


271 

24T 
251 
251 


Heraclidae 


116: 


789: 


278 


Hercules Furens 


149: 
255: 
421; 
697: 
866: 


1242: 


276 
278 
273 
252 
278 
278 


Hippolytus 
28: 330 


: 318, 347, 349 

: 313 

: 328 

: 285 

: 335 

: 917, 347, 349, 361, 357 
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348: 
354: 
361: 
380: 
381: 
426: 
429: 
432: 
461: 
464: 
506: 
500: 
030: 
649: 


675: 
723: 
776: 
786: 
829: 
834: 
856: 
807: 


328, 336, 358 
317, 347, 349, 351, 357 


327 
327 
32T 
285 
315 
328 
328 
335 


317, 327, 349, 357 


347 
327 


281, 316, 327 
659/660: 317, 347, 349, 357 


316 


: 318, 327, 348, 349 
: 335 
: 327 
: 327 
: 335 
: 327 
2: 327, 347, 349 
: 347, 349 
: 319 


: 319 
: 316, 328 
: 247, 284, 316, 326 
: 318, 327, 349 
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Ion (continued) 616: 336 

59-00: 304 648: 285 

74: 305 650: 334 

172: 305 653: 313 

175-177: 249 703: 284 

335: 278 1295: 334 

345: 273 741: 284 

457: 253 798: 284 

813: 273 816: 376 

847: 273 837: 284, 314, 326 

886: 250 926: 334 

1347: 278 937: 334, 336, 350, 358 
Iphigenta Aulidensis 953: 330 

84-85: 305 981: 317, 330, 334, 358 

109: 276 1038: 336, 350 

1034: 271 1043: 330, 358 
Iphigenia Taurica 1078: 286 f. 

268: 273 1099: 247 n.233, 284 

539: 271 1113: 336 

622: 271, 277 f. 1121: 317, 330, 334, 336, 350 

636: 271 1139: 330, 336, 350 

692: 277 1150; 328 

1006: 267, 277 1151: 285 

1071: 274 1158: 317, 328 

1263: 268, 271 1189: 328 

1285: 271 1259: 336 

1380: 271, 296 1283: 247 n.233 

1404: 271, 296 1285: 317, 328 

1417: 272 n.272 1371: 281 

1441; 278 1377: 334, 336 
Medea 1398: 313 

24: 334, 358, 374 Orestes 

68: 328 9-10: 353 

112: 281 13: 172 

140: 328, 336 35: 49, 172 

143: 319 42: 172 

185: 374 47: 172 

192: 316 61: 109 

242: 336 69: 109 

253: 317, 330, 358 .- 81: 171 n.184, 199 

259: 315 97: 172 

208: 317, 328, 330, 358 108^: 321, 337, 341, 344, 354, 355 

282: 376 116: 109 

336: 285 142. 172, 190 

357: 330, 336 147: 172 

307: 336 149: 207, 212 

408: 336 153: 190 

411: 281, 316 160: 190 

425: 370 162: 109 

478: 336 168: 172, 190 

501: 328 169: 109 

604: 317, 358 189- 190 

509- 328, 334 194: 190 

650: 317 208: 319 

555: 370 212: 109 

559: 336 928: 109 
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: 208, 212 


: 191 


: 191, 313 


: 173 
: 321, 353, 360 
: 110 
: 173 
: 110 
: 110 
: 323 n.304 
: 173 
: 944 
: M3 
: 49, 173, 322 
: 319, 362 
: 173 
; 191 
: 191 
: 110 
: 173 
: 313 
: 110 
: 110, 173 
: 110, 302 n.292 
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747: 
150- 
195: 
1560: 
151: 
160: 
161: 
115: 
778: 
119: 
182: 
783: 
786: 
787: 
790: 
798: 
823: 
831: 
901: 
920: 
922: 
938: 
958: 


110, 173 
110 


111, 191 


: 111 


: 111 


: 303, 319, 338 
: 316 
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Orestes (continued) 


: 174, 192 


1272: 319 
1274: 174 
1276: 192 
1329: 174 
1357: 112 
1387: 112 
1398: 343, 357 
1399: 112 
1403: 303, 319, 333, 337, 340 
1406: 174 
1414: 192 
1418: 192 
1433: 319 
1435: 319 
1445: 174 
1449: 112 


: 319, 338, 340, 354 


1458: 316, 340 


: 112 


1468: 302, 338 


: 319, 338, 340, 354, 362 


1493: 174 
1506: 175 


: 112, 192 


1512: 343, 357 
1518: 362 
1528: 298 
1535: 302 n.292 ` 
1538: 302, 319 
1549: 175 
1573: 343, 357 
1609: 112 
1602: 112 
1607: 175 
1622: 112 


: 175 


1033: 316 


: 175 


1084: 113 


GO 


: 314, 341, 362 
: 175 
: 113, 175, 192 


: 175 


: 175 


521: 


§22: 


535: 


545 


176 


547/8: 113 


554: 


560: 
569: 
577: 


113 


: 316 

: 316, 323, 362 
: 114, 176 

: 176 

: 114 

: 114, 315 

: 193 

: 176 

: 176 
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Phoenissae (continued) 1379: 178 
673: 114, 193 1397: 178 
724: 114 1399: 178 
748: 114 1403: 115, 178 
101: 115 1404: 115 
112: 177 1410: 178 
193: 177 1425: 116 
810: 193 1431: 178 
842: 115, 177, 193, 257 1496: 116 
852: 177 1498: 116 
859: 321, 325, 331, 362 1506: 116 
881: 177 1527: 193 
892: 177 1535: 116 
897: 177 1537/8: 110 
921: 322 1551: 178 
025: 322, 302 1556; 193 
931: 51 1501: 193 
939: 51, 115 1567: 193 
945: 171 1582: 116 
952: 177 1593: 116 
956: 177 1597: 178 
966: 177 1602: 316 
976: 178 1603: 116 
980: 115 1607: 110, 193 
987 : 177 1626: 178 
1013: 115 1648: 116 
1022: 115 1656: 193 
1035: 177 1059: 178 
1046: 115 1664: 178 
1050: 193 1674: 116 
1058: 177 1685: 178 
1063: 115 1690: 116, 313 
1077: 115 1701: 178 
1171: 177 1715: 116, 117 
1176: 177 1717: 179 
1199: 302 1721: 359, 360 
1215: 177 1725: 117 
1218: 177 1737-1766: 117 n.164 
1223: 115 1758: 117 
1224: 177 1758-1759: 117 n.164 
1226: 115 1761: 179 
1232: 341 1762: 117 
1234: 177 Rhesus 
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part of fol. 3r: Babrius, Prooem. I 1-4 
(with a marginal metrical note by Triclinius) 
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Venice, Bibl. Marciana, er, 464 (Hesiod) 
fol. 78r: Sehol. Mosehop. on Hesiod, O. D. 822-826 
(pp. 446-447 Gaisford ed. Lips.) 
written and subseribed by Demetrius Triclinius, 1316 A.D. 
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Venice, Bibl. Marciana, gr. 464 (Hesiod) 
fol. 218': Toann. Galen., Adfegor. to Hesiod, Theogon, 
(p. 608.11-19 Gaistord ed. Lips.) 
written and subseribed by Demetrius Trichnius, 1319 A.D. 
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fol. 41°: Eur. Hec; 1-9 
written presumably by Andreas Donus 
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Modern France, with Special Reference to 
Maurice Barrés, Paul Bourget, and André 
Gide. Vol. 21, Nos. 8-4. $2.50. 


sERÍS, HOMERO (1920): La Colección Cer- 
vantina de la Sociedad Hispánica de 
América. Ediciones de Don Quijote con 
Introducción, Descripción de Nuevas Edi- 
ciones, Anotaciones y Nuevos Datos Bibli- 
ográficos. Vol. 6, No. 1. $1.50. 


SHERBO, ARTHUR (1956) : Samuel Johnson, 
Editor of Shakespeare, with an Essay on 
The Adventurer. Vol. 42. $3.00. 


SMILEY, JOSEPH ROYALL (1950): Diderot's 
Relations with Grimm. Vol. 34, No. 4. 
$2.00. 


STONE, ROBERT C. (1946): The Language 
of the Latin Text of Codex Bezae; with 
an Index Verborum. Vol. 30, Nos. 2-3. 
$2.50. 


TEMPLEMAN, WILLIAM D. (1939) : The Life 
and Work of William Gilpin (1724- 
1804), Master of the Picturesque, and 
Vicar of Boldre. Vol. 24, Nos. 3-4. $3.00. 


THURBER, CARRYL NELSON (1921): Sir 
Robert Howard's Comedy, “The Com- 
mittee.” Edited with Introduction and 
Notes. Vol. 7, No. I. $1.50. 
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TITCHENER, JOHN BRADFORD (1924): The 
Manuscript-Tradition of Plutarch's Aetia 
Graeca and Aetia Romana. Vol. 9, No. 2. 
$1.00. 


TOWNSEND, FRANCIS G. (1951): Ruskin and 
the Landscape Feeling. Vol. 35, No. 3. 
$2.00. 


TROWBRIDGE, MARY LUELLA (1928): Philo- 
logical Studies in Ancient Glass. Vol. 13, 
Nos. 3—4. $1.50. 


TURYN, ALEXANDER (1952): Studies in the 
Manuscript Tradition of the Tragedies of 
Sophocles. Vol. 36, Nos. 1-2. $5.00. 


VAN HORNE, JOHN (1927): El Bernardo of 
Bernardo de Balbuena. A Study of the 
Poem with Particular Attention to Its Re- 
lations to the Epics of Boiardo and 
Ariosto and to Its Significance in the 
Spanish Renaissance. Vol. 12, No. 1. $1.50. 


(1930) : La Grandeza Mexicana de 
Bernardo de Balbuena. Vol. 15, No. 3. 
$1.50. 


WASSERMAN, EARL R. (1947): Elizabethan 
Poetry in the Eighteenth Century. Vol. 32, 
Nos. 2-3. $2.50. 


WILL, SAMUEL F. (1940): A Bibliography 
of American Studies on the French Ren- 
aissance (1500-1600). Vol. 26, No. 2. 
$1.50. 


WILLIAMS, CHARLES ALLYN: Oriental Affini- 
ties of the Legend of the Hairy Anchorite. 
Part I (1925), Pre-Christian. Vol. 10, No. 
2. $1.00. 


(1935): The German Legends of 
the Hairy Anchorite. Bound with: Two 
Old French Texts of La Vie de Saint 
Jehan Paulus edited by Louis Allen. Vol. 
18, Nos. 1-2. $2.00. 


, editor (1942): See LARSEN, HEN- 


NING. 


WRIGHT, WALTER FRANCIS (1937): Sensi- 
bility in English Prose Fiction, 1760-1814, 
A Reinterpretation. Vol. 22, Nos. 3—4. 
Clothbound copies only. $2.50. 
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RETURN TO the circulation desk of any 
University of California Library 
or to the 
NORTHERN REGIONAL LIBRARY FACILITY 
Bldg. 400, Richmond Field Station 
University of California 
Richmond, CA 94804-4698 


ALL BOOKS MAY BE RECALLED AFTER 7 DAYS 

* 2-month loans may be renewed by calling 
(510) 642-6753 

e 1-year loans may be recharged by bringing 
books to NRLF 

* Renewals and recharges may be made 4 
days prior to due date. 
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